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Adlukarana /.—Necessity of the Inquiry embodied 

the Sutras. 

sOtra i. 

ii ? i ^ i i ii 

W Atha, now. Atah, therefore, Dharma dnti, 

Jijtiasa, desire to know, enquiry, ’ dut P~ r ^r«r 

1. Now therefore, (there m,, st be) u,t inquiry into 
(trie nature of) Duty.— 1. 

COMMENTARY. 

When the student recalls to his mind the injunctive text ‘ SvMh o 
•llwotwyah/ • the Veda nhould b. stud led .'-there „. ise . , 

2'”' ", ! 19 "T »f this study: should he only g ot up 

t '“ "™ ls f ““ Ve ' W «»«. for, should he, after having K ,„ up /J 
pine reel to lean, the meaning of the touts and further developable tliore- 
from . the funner naturally is the cotir.se that suggests itself to him r 
ue one to be adopted ; he argues that the study of the Veda has been laid 
down m the Veda ; this study, therefore, must lead to some desirabe 
result; —as the text itself does not speak of any particular result, we mu 
a sume the attain,nem of heaven' to be that result ;-as this result can 
> virtue of the text itself, be obtained by the mere learning of the texts’ 

the study enjotued must end with this ;-and there can he no need or 

justification for prolonging the study after that. 
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The above prima facie statement has been called the ' Pflrvapaksa ; 
and in answer to this we have the following final conclusion, which is 
called the ‘ Siddhaula’ or ‘ accepted view it is this latter view that is 
embodied in the first aphorism. 

‘ Now’—after the text of the Veda has been learnt during residence 
with the teacher,—‘ therefore’—because the real fruit of the learning of 
the text lies in the acquiring of the knowledge of its real meaning and 
import,--there must arise ‘ the desire to know duty,’ which desire must be 
the motive for the enquiry into the nature of duty. It is a universally 
accepted law that, so long as we can truce out a visible result of an act, 
we shall not be justified in postulating an invisible or ‘super-physical 
result ; and hence in the case in question it follows that, inasmuch as we 
actually find ‘ the knowledge of the meaning of the texts’ following from 
the knowledge of the texts themselves, there can be no justification for 
assuming 1 that the learning of the Veda leads to attainment of heaven ; 
and thus there remains nothing for the above l’fitrvapak§a to stand upon. 

The above is the statement of the ‘topic’ of the Sutra in accordance 
with Kumarila Bhatfta’s interpretation of the Blmsya— called the ‘ Bhatta- 
mata’. The Guru-rnata or Prabhakara’s Interpretation is somewhat differ¬ 
ent. It may be briefly stated as follows:— 

As a matter of fact we do not find any such Vedio text as ‘ the V|, 
should be studied and it is on this presumed text that the above ex{* 
tion of the ‘ topic' proceeds. We shall take for our basic text, the w 
known texts ‘ a^avanjin brhhmanamupanaylta, tamadhyapayita,’ ‘P- 
should initiate the eight-year-old Brethmapa hoy and should teach him.’ 
This text, we find, lays down the initiating and teaching as a duty,—for 


whom ? 


” v * *-7 J 

„ lluuli for the Brkhmana who is desirous of acquiring for himself the 
title of ‘ Acharya,’ 1 Professor.’ Thus then the teaching by the Professor 
fieing directly laid down, this same injunction also implies the in¬ 
junction of studying the Veda ; because until the student studies, there is 
no teaching in the proper sense of tire word. Now the question arises 
< i )oes this studying include the learning of the meaning, &c., also, or 
the mere reading of the verbal text?’ The Pnrvapaksa standpoint is as 
follows “ The enjoined teaching by the Professor cannot imply the learn- 
int’, by the student, of the meaning also ; because even though the student 
may not learn the meaning, if the Professor has succeeded in making him 
learn the verbal text, his work of teaching is thereby accomplished and the 
coveted title of professorship acquired.” The final conclusion, however, 
is that the learning of the meaning is also included'in the injunction It 








be that the teaching that is enjoined does not directly denote the 
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learning of the meaning ; but it has to be borne in mind that in 4 studying 
the Veda/ it will be necessary for the student to learn the subsidiary 
sciences of grammar, prosody, lexicography and the like ; and when be 
will have learnt all this, the knowledge thereby attained will naturally by 
itself enable him to understand much of the meaning of the Vedic texts 
also ; and when he has acquired this faculty, there would be many in¬ 
stances, where he would be in doubt as to the true meaning; such, for 
instance, would be all those thousand and odd cases that form the subject 
matter of the adhikaranas of the Munamsa Snstras, Pfirvaartd Uttara alike ; 
and in order to settle bus doubts upon these points, it would be necessary 
for him to carry on, with the help of his Professor, a systematic; enquiry; 
and thus this enquiry necessarily becomes a part and parcel of that 
‘study* and k teaching’ which is enjoined by the text quoted nt the outset. 

It will be noted that between the BhSfcta and the Pr&bhAJcara pre¬ 
sentment of the Adhikarana, there is no difference as regards the basic 
topic or doubt; as in both the investigation into the meaning of the Vedic 
texts forms the topic, and the doubt also is the same in both cases—' 1 is 
this investigation covered by the injunction of study.* The only differ¬ 
ence thaf there is lies in the choice of the basic text, and the consequent 
shape given to the reasonings of the Purvapakqa and the Siddhanta. 


Adhikarana II. —Definition of ‘ Dharma .’ 

sCtra a. 


ssff «nl: ii r n 


l #TOT Cliodana, injunction (Vedic).—sigor: LaksanaJi, source of know¬ 
ledge. That whereof the Vedic injunction is the only source of knowledge. 
Arthah, something desirable, vpf: Dharma]}, (is) Duty. 

2. Dharma or Duty is that which, being desirable, is 
indicated (or taught) by Vedic injunction. 


COMMHNTAttY. 


In the preceding adhikarana the conclusion was arrived at that it 
is necessary to carry on an investigation into the nature of Dharma. The 
next question that arises is—Is there possible a definition of Dharma ? or 
is there any valid means of knowing what this Dharma is ? The Purva- 
paksa argument is that there can be no ‘ definition’ of Dharma; as we can 
define only such tilings of the ordinary world of which we have some 
knowledge, while Dharma is something beyond the world, and as such not 
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ig its distinctive features known, it cannot be defined. As regards 
the means of knowing Dharma, no such means is possible ; because if can¬ 
not be perceived by the senses; and what is absolutely beyond the senses 
cannot be amenable to Inference ; for a similar reason it must be beyond 
all word8 and phrases. Thus it must be admitted that (i) there can be 
no definition of Dharma, and (2) there can be no trustworthy means of 


knowing wJjat Dharma is ; and under the circumstances Dharma must be 
rejected as a nonentity ; thus the whole inquiry becomes aimless and futile. 

In answer to this the final conclusion is that—(1) Dharma can be defined as 
that desirable thing which is mentioned or laid down by Vedic Injunctions ; 
that is to say, that which the Vedic injunction lays down as leading , 
to a desirable end is Dharma; and from this it also follows that the Vedic 
Injunction is the sole means of knowing Dharma. Thus the three ideas 
conveyed by the sCitra are—(J that Dharma is that which, etc., etc., f2) 
that the Vedic Injunction is the only means of knowing Dharma, and (3j 
that \ edic injunctions are absolutely trustworthy. Thus then Dharma 
having been duly defined, and a valid and trustworthy means of knowing 
it being found available, it cannot be rejected as a nonentity. 

The PrAbh&lcara interpretation is as follows :— 

in sfitra (1), the word ‘ at.ha’ has been interpreted as denoting the 
sequence to the study of the entire Veda, and the word ‘at-ah* as providing 


the reason for the proposed enquiry- because the entire Veda is intended 
to express some meaning ; and on the basis of these true facts it has been 
hinted that the word ‘ dharma’ as contained in that first afitra indicafes 
the whole Veda ; and it was in view of this that the < enquiry into Dharma’ 
was interpreted to mean ‘ enquiring into the meaning of the Veda,’ At 
this point the following question arises What is meant by the phrase 
1 the meaning of the Veda ’ or 4 what the Veda expresses ? ’ Does it mean 
anything and everything spoken of in any sentence of the Veda—including 
even mere descriptions arid mention of things of the world ? or is it in¬ 
tended to apply to only that which the Veda speaks of, or lays down, as to 
be done? On this point, the prima facie argument is.that as the Veda 
certainly speaks of the ordinary things also,—specially in the case of * 
mantras and arthavadas which are chiefly merely descriptive of the past 
and present state of things,—there can be no doubt as to these things also 
being included in the term * what the Veda expresses.’ That the mere 
statement of facts brings about desirable results is proved by the Veil- 
known instance of the conveyance of the news of the birth of a son being 
the cause of pleasure. And the inner motive of this reasoning ie that when 
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all such ordinary things became included under the object of enquiry, it 
could not be rightly asserted that the Veda is the only means of knowing 
them ; for in regard to the ordinary things before our eyes, for instance. 
Visual Perception would certainly be a surer guide than any number of 
Vedic injunctions. The final conclusion is that the object of enquiry ns 


expressed by the term ‘ what is expressed by the Veda' must be that alone 
which the Veda lays down as to be done ; arid this is done only by the 
Injunctions, and not by mantras and arthavndas; and on the point of a 
certain act. which is yet to he done, leading to a certain result in the 
future, there can be no guide save a trustworthy source of information ; 
and such a one par excellence is the Vedio Injunction. As regards the 
instance, cited above, of desirable results proceeding from the mere state¬ 
ment of facts, there is nothing to prove beyond doubt that the pleasurable 
feeling lias been produced by the conveying of the news. In the case of 
the injunction, however, there can bo not the slightest doubt in the mind 
of the observant young man that the action of the fetching of the cow has 
been the direct Jesuit of the injunction ‘ fetch the cow/ 


Adhikarana ILL — Propounding of the Enquiry into the 
valid mean* of knowing Dharma . 

sfiTHA & 

rf^T T^bwrfe: I) * II 

fT«!t Tasya, thereof, of the true kr< w ledge of Dharma. Minima, 

cause, source, means. Pai fstih, examination, investigation. 

3. An enquiry into the means of the true knowledge 
of Dharnra (becomes necessary).— 3. 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been asserted above that the Vedic Injunction is the means 
<‘F knowing Dharma. Kow the question arrises Is it necessary to discuss 
the question as to whether or not a true knowledge of Dharma can be 
acquired by the help of the other well-recognised means of knowledge ? 

The conclusion is that such a discussion is absolutely necessary; 
as without it we could not be sure of the declaration embodied, as a 
corollary, in the preceding aphorism that Vedic Injunction is the only 
means of knowing dharma. 

By Prahhfik&ra’a interpretation the present aphorism answers the 
question — should we at once proceed to discuss the meaning of Vedic 








pOrva-mImamsas&was. t amiyAya. 


18L 


fences, or should we, before doing that, discuss the validity of Vedio 
Injunction as the moans of knowing dharma ? The Purvapafcsa being 
that, inasmuch as the ascertaining of the real meaning of the Veda is the 
avowed purpose of the Sistra, we should proceed with that at once,—the 
final conclusion is that we have hitherto only proved the fact that the 
Veda is the means of knowing dluirtna ; it becomes necessary, therefore, to 
ascertain beforehand, the validity of the Vedic Injunction ; specially 
as this validity is, as a matter of fact, (to he proved Jater on), self-sufficient, 
and does not depend upon anything else. On the other hand, any sustained 
effort towards ascertaining the meaning of the Veda, on the part of an 
intelligent student, would be possible only after he had become convinced 
of the fact that the Veda is the only valid means of knowing dharma. 
Before we proceed to consider what is made known by a certain means ■>[ 
knowledge, it is only natural that we should examine the character 
of the means of knowledge itself. 


Adhikarana J\ .— Dharma is not amenable to Sense- 
perception and the. other means of knowledge. 


. . ,L .- U rTY->LT 


sOtka 4. 




fuxnr u « n 

^ Sat, that which exists, an existing thing- Sainprayoge, on 

contact (of). 3^^ Pui usasya, of man. Jndriyanam, of the sense- 

organs. ztffa Buddhi, (of) cognition—janma, pro due lion, appearance. ^ 
Tat, that (is) Pratyaksam, sense perception. Animittam, not 

the means. Vidyamdna, that which exists at the present time • 

UpalambhanAt, on account of apprehending. 

4. That cognition of men which proceeds upon the 
contact of the sense-organs with existing objects, is Sense- 
perception ; and this is not the means (of knowing dharma) ; 
because it apprehends only objects existing at the present 
time—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

The question propounded in the preceding aphorism was—Can 
dharma be known by means of the Veda alone, or by the other means 
of knowledge also ? The pnma facie argument is that being an 4 object 
of knowledge ’ dharma must be amenable, to all ; means of knowledge.’ 
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ledge, it is not amenable to sense-perception, because SenBe-perception can 
apprehend only such objects as are in existence at the time of perception, 
and are in direct contact with one or more of the organs of perception. 
Neither of those conditions is fulfilled by dharma * it is not an object 
existing at the time of the perception, but has to be brought into exist¬ 
ence by certain acts of the agent; nor is it ever possible for it to bo 
in direct contact with any organ of peiception ; for the simple reason 
that it has no external and tangible form. Then again, Inference, 
Presumptive Reasoning, and Negation are all more or less directly, depen¬ 
dent upon Sense-perception : as each of them has its foundation in some 
fact of sensuous perception; consequently, what is never amenable to 
Sense-perception cannot be apprehended either by Inference or Presump¬ 
tion or Negation, ft follows, then, that Verbal Authority is the only one 
of the recognised ‘means of knowledge * which can afford any knowledge 
of dharma. Of Verbal Authority also, it is the Veda alone whose validity 
is beyond all dispute, and which alone can provide an absolutely valid 
knowledge Tt will be shown later on that of the Veda also, it is 
only the purely injunctive passages that can be regarded as intrinsically 
valid. It, therefore, follows that a really valid knowledge of dharma can 
be obtained only by means of the Vedic Injunctions. The unquestionable 
authority of these Injunctions forms the ‘ topic ’ of the next adhikarana. 


Adhiharana V.—The unquestionable validity of ‘ Vedic In¬ 
junction ’ as the only means of knowing Dharma. 

8&TRA 5. 





I 




^ n v n 

Atttpattikah, inborn, natural, eternal. ^ Tu, on the other hand 
Sabdasya, of the word, srcfa Artliena, with the meaning or object denoted. 

Sambandllah, relation. ^ Tasya, of that, of dharma. s-hri* JftAnam, 
means of knowing. Upadeniafr, injunction, Avyatirekah, un¬ 
failing. Cha, and. Arthe, in regard to the object. Anupalab- 

dhe, unperceived, Fat, that (injunction), i*qpijRr Pramanarn, valid, trust¬ 
worthy. arr?trOTe<T Badar&yanasya, according to Bftdarayana. 
Anapeksatvat, because of independence or self-sufficiency. 









Ml WST/ly 



its meaning is inborn (and eternal); consequently injunction 
(whicli is a form of word ) is the means of knowing dharrna ; 
and it is unfailing in regard, to objects not perceived (by 
other means of knowledge); it is authoritative, according to 
Badarayana, specially as it is independent or self sufficient 
in its authority—5. 

COMMENT ABY. 

The question that arises after the conclusion has been arrived that 
no valid knowledge of Dharrna can be derived from Sense-perception, Infer¬ 
ence, &c.» is :—Is the valid knowledge of dhanna obtainable from Vedic 
injunction ? The prima facie argument is that no trustworthiness can 
belong to Veche injunctions; because in the case of the assertions of 
trustworthy persons, it is found that we can know what they assert only 
after we have comprehended the meaning of the words contained in the 
assertion; and it is a well ! nown fact that the meaning of words is 
comprehended only with reference to such things of the ordinary world 
as the cow and the like; while Dhanna is something beyond the world ; 
and hence the fact of its being expressed by means of any word cannot be 
ascertained by any means at our disposal; it must be admitted therefore 
that, inasmuch as Dharrna cannot be expressed to us by means of any 
word, Vedic injunction cannot afford any reliable information with regard 
to it. Then again, in all cases of verbal cognition, we find that it b only 
after the thing and the word have come into existence independently of 
one another, that people of the world fix by convention a certain rela¬ 
tionship between the two, by virtue of which one comes to be expressed 
or denoted by the other ; and this convention fixing the relationship, origi¬ 
nating from human sources, is liable to error, like everything human; 
consequently, all such relationship between words and meanings, being of 
human origin, is untrustworthy; and as all verbal cognition is dependent 
upon those relationships, the cognition or knowledge, derived from injunc¬ 
tions, which al ter all only consist of words, could never be possessed of that 
reliability which ought to belong to all things relating to dharrna. 

In answer to the above, we have the following final conclusion : — 
As a matter of fact, the relationship between -the word and its meaning 
j is not the product of human convention; it is something inborn, natural 
to the members related. Thus being free from all possibility of error, the 
word—or injunction, which is Word par excellence —can very well be the 
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tians of knowing of dharma ; specially because clharma being something not 
cognisable by Sense-perception and the other ordinary means of cognition, 
all its knowledge must be obtained from injunctions which, independent 
of all external corroboration, is absolutely self-sufficient in its reliability or 
trustworthy character. Doubts are cast upon the trustworthiness of the 
means of knowledge only when they afford cognitions that are found con¬ 
trary to the real state of things ; in themselves the means of knowledge are 
all trustworthy always. In the ease of Vedic injunction, it lias never been 
found to give rise to cognitions that turn out wrong; consequently its 
inherent trustworthy character remains unsullied. 


Adhikarana VI — Eternity of Words . 

SUTRAS C 23. 

“ ^t^i; ” ii * ii 

Karma, |word is] something produced or brought into existence or 
caused, non-eternal. tr#t Eke, some people, the NaiyAyikas (assert.) U«T Tatra, ip 
that (in the uttering of the word). Darsanflt, because [an effort] is 

always perceived. 

6. “ Some people hold that the word is caused (non- 

eternal), (a) because we find it is perceptible only after an 
effort”-0. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the preceding adhikarana it has been proved that the relationship 
between the word and its meaning is eternal. As this conclusion neces¬ 
sarily presupposes the eternal ity of the word itself, the present adhikarana 
seeks to establish this eternality. The question then being—is the word 
eternal?—we have the prima facie arguments in support of the view 
that it is not eternal, stated in sfltras 6 to 11. Word is non- 

eternal, say tho NaiyAyikas; (a) because we always find them brought 
into existence by the effort of the person using or uttering it; and what is 
brought into existence by an effort cannot but be evanescent. This siUra 
contains the first argument against the eternity of words. 

“ ” II V5> || 

W*TT*ITrf Asth&oat, because of non-continuance or non-permanence. 

7 ( b) “ Because it does not persist”—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

{b) Word must be evanescent, because as a matter of fact we find 
that it does not continue to exist for any length of time; one moment 
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it is pronounced, and the next moment it is gone. This would not he 
possible if the word were eternal, 

« ^r A r t rr ^r ^r » 


IS s IS 

cCTfffi Karoti, does, produces—OTOTl Slabdat, because of the use of the word. 

8 (c) “ Because of the use of the word produces 
tiers) [with reference to words.]—8. 

COMMENTARY, 

(<;) Words roust be nonreterual; because we find people making use 
of the word ‘karoti’ with regard to words. Just as with reference to 
the ordinary thing jar, they say ' gliatafikaroti,’ 1 he makes the jar,’ exactly 
in the same manner people say ‘ tfaMaftkaroti ’ which must mean‘he 
makes or produces the word.’ This is the second argument against word- 
eternity. 

“ ursrreu: ” n u 

TOTTW Sattv&ntare, in the (perception of) other beings. sfruTOPi Yauga- 
padyftt, because of simultaneity. 

9 (cl) 64 Because the word is fotmd (to be pronounced) 
by [many persons] and in (many places) simultaneously. ’’—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

id) Here we have the third argument against word-eternity. As a 
matter of fact we find that one and the same word is perceived (heard) 
by more than one person, and also in more than one place, at one and the 
same time. This is possible only in the ease of a substance that is ornni- 
present, all-pervading, or that which is limited in its extent, but capable 
of being brought into existence at more than one place at the same time. 
The word is not an all pervading substance; hence it must follow that 
when perceived by different persons at different places, it must be produced 
in so many places. It must be admitted, therefore, that any single word 
is not one, but many , all produced in different places. 


II \o II 

Prakrit!, original form—Vikrit\uh, modification,—because of 
W Cha, also. 

10 (e) “ Also because of their having original arid 

modified forms. ’ J —10. 

COMMENTARY, 

(c) In many cases wo find that the words which appear in the original 
form— 1 dad hi atra * for instance—become modified into the form f dadhy- 
atra ’; no such modification is possible in the case of things eternal, 
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i), by tlieir etevnality must be unmodi liable. It cannot be denied 
that there is modification in the case of words : these, therefore, must be 
regarded as non-eternal. 

“ ^^FTTS^i ” II \ % IS 

Vriddhih, increase. «er Cha, also, ^ri Kartri; producer, pionouncer • 
BhOnma, by multiplicity. Asya, of this (of words). 

11 (/) “ Also because a multiplicity of persons uttering 
t lie word bring about an increased magnitude (in the word- 
sound). ”~-ll. 

COMMENTAKY. 

When many persons pronounce the- same word, there is always an. 
increase in the magnitude of the word. If the pronouncing of the 
word consisted not in its production, but only in its manifestation, then 
the volume of the word would remain the same, notwithstanding the 
number of persons pronouncing it; just as in the case of the jar manifested 
by lamps, the jar remains the same even if hundreds of lamps are brought 
in to illumine it. As a matter of fact, however, it is found that the volume 
of the word-sound as pronounced by a number of persons is always greater 
than when it it m pronounced by a single person ; and this also proves 
that the word is modi liable ; and what is liable to modification cannot be 
eternal. 

This closes the reasoning against the eternity of words. 

cRT ssforet n i * H 

Saniam, equal. 5 Tu, but. rf^ Tatra, in the matter in question. 

Darsanam, perception. 


12. (In bo(li cases) the (momentary) perception 

(of won I-sounds) is equal. — .12. 

COMMENTARY. 

With tills aphorism begins the refutation of the primp fade argu¬ 
ments set forth in sutras (3- II. It has been urged above that there are 
many well-known facts,— e.g., the momentary perception of the word 

sound.that cannot be explained on the theory that all that the effort of the 

human utterer does is to manifest, or render perceptible, the word that 
has always been in existence, and the effort does not create or bring into 
existence, the word. It is urged in reply to this that, whether we regard 
the word as manifested by human effort, or as brought into existence by it, 
the fact remains that the word is perceived only for a moment. The 
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8e?He ‘ s '• at f ^' s well-known fact is as explicable under one theory as 
under the other. 

*frf:qWj8^, H \ \ II 

. >atali, of that which already exists, Pararn, at another time. 

Aciarganam, non-perception, fwi Visaya, [with regard to the] object- 
wrt An Again At, non-operation. 

13. If, is of that (word) which already exists that 
there is non-perception at other points of time (before and 
after the utterance),—and this is due to the fact that (at such 
other points of time) there is no operation (of the manifestive 
agency) with regard to the object (word-sound.) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued above under sfltra 7 that word cannot be regarded 
as eternal, because of the fact that it is not found to be permanent,-it dis¬ 
appears immediately after its utterance. The present sfltra supplies the 
answer to this argument. It has been pointed out under the preceding 
sfltra that whatever theory we accept with regard to the perception of word- 
sound, the lact remains that it is perceptible only for a moment. It is 
now pointed out that this fact can be satisfactorily explained only on the 
eternity of words; as on this theory it can be very rightly asserted 
that the word is heard at one moment and not at the other, because it 
is only at one moment that the manifestive agency—which in many cases 
is human utterance, is operating towards its manifestation, and not at all 
moments ; that this is so is shown by the further fact that as long as, and 
whenever, a man goes on uttering the word, we hear it; so long as the 
utterance is operating, the perception is there ; when the utterance ceases 
lo operate, the perception ceases ; thus showing that what the utterance 
does is only to manifest, or render perceptible, what is already existing. 
If, on the other hand, the word were produced, or brought into existence, by 
our utterance;—just in the same manner as the jar is made by the potter,— 
it would be necessary that the word be heard all along since that point 
of time ; just as from the point of time at which the jar is made, it conti¬ 
nues to he perceived as long as it exists. As a matter of fact, this is not 
found to be the case with the word ; which also goes to show that there 
is no production or creation of the word as there is of the jar. What the 
manifestive agency of the utterance does is to remove or set free the 

a.r enclosed within the vocal pipe, which is impeding the exit of the word- 
sound. 
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!T%iV(n Prajogasya, of the utterance. <un Param, pertaining, referring. 

14. [As for the use of the word produces ’] that refers 
to the utterance [of the word].—14. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued in sutra<S that we find peoplo making use of the word 
produces with regard to words; and this shows that words are produced, 
not eternal. In answer to this it is asserted that when we speak of the 
production of the word what we are referring to is only its utterance by 
some speaker; and it is not that it is brought into existence, not having 
existed before. Just as when we say gomayaOkuru,’ what we mean is, 
not that the cow-dung has te be produced, but that a collecting of the 
cowdung has to be made ; so dabdaftkuru ’ must refer to the making or 
bringing into existence the utterance of the word. 

nun 

Adityavat, like the sun. 'ijycpTurr Yatigapadyam, simultaneity. 

15. The simultaneity (of perception by many persons) 
is as in the case of the sun.—-15. 

COMMENTARY. 

butra 9 has argued that the very fact of the word-sound being heard 
at the same time by different people and in different places proves that the 
word is not one, and is not eternal. It is in answer to this that the 
piesent sutra argues that it is true that different men at different places 
perceive the word at the same time ; but this, does not prove that the word 
is many and transient. The sun also is seen at the same time by many 
persons at different places ; and yet it is one only and eternal; in the same 
manner it is quite natural that the word should be one and eternal, and 
yet perceived by different people at different places, at the same time. 

IIUII 

[srstrerwftgRTU v. t .] 

W (sjsu) SfTW^abdantaratn, another word or letter. Avikarah, 

not a modification. 

16. It, (the change produce by the conjunction of 
letters) is a different letter; it is not a modification (of the 
original word.)—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

When the two words ‘dadhi’ and ' atra ’ are pronounced in close 
proximity, we have the form ‘ dadhyatra if this latter is a modification 
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of the former words, then being modifiable, words must be transient ; as it 
has been argued in sutra 10. As a matter of fact, however, in the form 
4 daclliyatra ’ the syllable ‘ dhya * is not a modification of the original 
syllables, dhi and a ; it is an entirely different letter. The reason for this 
a iew is thal if 1 ya ’ (as occurring in ‘ dhya/ for instance) were a modifica¬ 
tion of the ‘ i’ of ‘ dadhi * and ‘a ’ of ‘ atra/—then there would be no ya ’ 
apa^t from these latter; e.fj., the ice being a ntodifi cation of water, there can 
be no ice without water; there is no such inseparable connection between 
‘ ya 1 and 4 i and a/ as there should be between the original and its 
modification. 

^nrtfe<UT ii ii 

qrs! Niida, tone Vriddlw, increase —to Pai d, in reference to. 

J 7. 'I’he great increase (of magnitude) belongs (or is 

in reference) to the tone (not to the word itself.)- 17. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under sutra 1J, that when many persons utter the 
same word we perceive that the magnitude of the word undergoes an 
increase; which shows that the word is liable to change, and as such 
transient. It is argued in answer to this that when many persons pronounce 
the same word, what happens is not any change in the word itself, but 
only in the tone, which becomes louder or fainter as the number of persons 
become a more or less. In fact, ori the theory of the Naiyayikn, no increase 
of magnitude, is possible in the word ; as the word is only a form of 
sound ; and sound, according to him, is only a quality ; and as no quality 
can have a quality, sound cannot have magnitude, which also is a quality. 
To speak, therefore, of the iucrease of the magnitude of sound is, for the 
Naiy&yika, a contradiction in terms. 

n \ c u 

Nityab, eternal. 3 Tu, on the other hand. Syftt, must be. 

audwi Dariianasya, of die mamfester, of the utterance. Par&rthatvAt, 

being for another purpose. 

18. On the other hand (word) must be regarded as 
eternal; specially because the utterance is for an altogether 
different purpose.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

Having met seriatim the arguments propounded by the adversary, 
the author proceeds to put forward reasonings in support oi‘ the eternity of 
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The whole idea of the transient character of words is based upon 
the notion that utterance by us brings the word into existence. It is here 
declared that it is not so ; we utter the word not for the purpose of produc¬ 
ing or creating the word, but only for the purpose of expressing what the! 
word denotes. In fact, this purpose could not be served if the word ottered' 
by us were transient ; as in that case it would be destroyed the moment 
that it was uttered ; and so not being in existence at the time that tire hearer 
would comprehend the meaning, —whence could this comprehension arise ? 
The very fact of the comprehension being there shows that the word that 
we utter is not evanescent, but lasting. 


sHbr huh 


Sai vatra, in all cases. %irwr?r Yaugapadyat, on account of simul- 
taneity or unanimity. 

19. Because in the case of all [words] there is sinrul- 
taneity or unanimity [of recognition].—.19. 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact we find that every word, as word, on several occa¬ 
sions is invariably recognised by all men as being the same : whenever we 

hear a word--'cow’ for instance,-we always recognise it as the same 

word * cow ’ that we had heard on previous occasions. This recognition of 
sameness is found, not with regard to one or a few words, but with regard 
to all words ; and not in the minds of a few men, but in that of all men • 
and what is thus universally vouched for cannot be gainsaid. It must be 
admitted that the word that is heard and used to-day is precisely the same 
that lias been heard from time immemorial; that is to say, it is eternal. 

II Ro || 

Sahkliya, number- ^vrr^nfAbliAvat, on account of absence. 

20. Also on account of the absence of number.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 


In ordinary parlance, when a certain word is pronounced more than 
once, what we say is that the word has been used * five,’ ‘ten ’ or ‘ twelve ’ 
times ; and it is not said that ‘ five,’ ‘ ten,’ or 1 twelve ’ such words have 
been used. If the word were produced and destroyed each time, we should 
have spoken of so many words, and not of the same i&ord as spoken so 
many times. This universal usage also shows that the word is the same 
whenever it is used ; that is to say, it is eternal. 
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AnapeksatvAt, because ot independence or absence of cause 

,21. Because of the absence of cause. -21. 


COMMENTARY. 

Iii the case of all tilings that are liable to destruction people always 
lind some cause of destruction ; there in no such cause or agent of destruc¬ 
tion perceptible in the case of words; consequently we cannot admit of 
such destruction; and words must be regarded as ‘indestructible,’ eternal. 

Prakliyabhav.lt, on account of the noii-inentiou. ■«* Cha, and. 
*)(««** Yogyasya, of tliat which is capable fof being perceived). 

22. Also because what is perceptible [by the ear] is 
not what is spoken of (in the Vedic declaration ‘ the air 
becomes the word ’].—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponents ot word-eternity bring forward the Vedic text ‘ the 
air becomes the word ’ in support of the contention that the word has a 
beginning, being, as herein declared, a mere product of the combination of 
ail-particles. As against this view it is argued that this text cannot refer 
to what we know as the ‘ word ; ’ as this is what is perceptible by the ear; 
and certainly no product of air-particles is such as can be so perceived,—air, 
according to the Logician, being perceptible by the sense of touch alone. 

ii ^ ii 

fstjf Lin a, indication—Darsanat, on account of our meeting with. 
^ Cha, also 

23. Also because we meet with [texts] indicative [of 
eternity of words].—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

This refers to such texts as ‘ vflcha — virftpinityayft’—‘ by the word 
which is unmodifying and eternal '—where the word is distinctly spoken 
as eternal. 

Stress is laid on the eternity of words inasmuch as if words have a 
source, they cannot but be fallible. Because such source must be in some 
sort of an intelligent person. As a matter of fact, wo find that no such personal 
source is infallible. Hence the non-eternity of the word would strike at 

the infallible authority of the word-and of the Veda, which is a mere 

collection of words upon which the whole fabric of Dharina, according 
to the Mimkrpsaka rests. 
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Adhikarana Yl l.— The Veda is expressive. 

StlTRAS 24-26. 

[v. /. f rr^r: I 

3?<T%r Utpattau, even on eternality (or even on manifestation), stf Va, 
even. AvachanAl), not expressive (of the meanings), [v /. RachanAb, 

products of human effort]. Syuh, they (sentences) would be Arthasya, 

of the meaning (of sentences). Atannimittatvat, on account of not 

having that for its sole cause. 

li t. “ Even though (words and their meanings were) 

eternal (or even on the manifestation of words and their 
meanings) (the sentences) would remain inexpressive (or 
would be the product of separate effort) because (the meaning 
of the sentence) does not depend entirely upon (the meaning 
of the words).” 

COMMENTARY. 



The question of the relationship between the word and its meaning 
having been settled, a further question is raised :—Granting that the word 
is eternal and that its relation to its meaning is also eternal, wliat lias this 
to do with the authority of the Vedic injunction or with matters relating to 
dharraa ? Before entering into arguments bearing specifically on the Veda, 
tho opponent takes his stand upon general principles. We gi ant that the 
words express their meanings and that they are eternal; all that this proves 
is that words provide us with correct ideas ; how does this prove the 
trustworthy character of the Vedic injunctions? These injunctions are 
in the form of sentences containing more than one word; and for the 
comprehending of a conglomeration of words we need something more 
than the comprehension of the meanings of the component words. Con¬ 
sequently inasmuch as so far the MimtUpsaka has succeeded in establish¬ 
ing the eternity, and hence the trustworthiness of words only,— we must 
reject the authority of the Vedic injunction. 

Some people read ‘ raohanah * in place of ; avachan&h the sense of 
the Sfitra in that case would be that * the meanings of sentences must be 
regarded to be originated by human agencies, and as such incapable of 
being accepted as eternal and authoritative on matters relating to dharma/ 
In answer to the above we have the final conclusion embodied in the 
next two sfltras. 

3 
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rTf^rff^r? Tadblibtdnflm, of words as pertaining or related to the things 
denoted. feRiT#^ Ivriy&rthena, with the word expressive of action, BHUBtH- 
SamAmnAyat, textual juxtaposition; At thasya, of the meaning (of the 

sentence). $j?fRrcrwq[ Tann'imittatv&t, on account of being dependent upon it 
(meaning of words composing it), 

52. [In a sentence] all words denoting things are in 
close textual juxtaposition with the word expressive of an 
action ; [and from this it follows that the meaning of the 
sentence must be got at through this juxtaposition of the 
words] specially because the meaning of the sentence is 
dependent upon the meaning of the words composing it.—25. 

commentary. 

In answer to the above it is shown tlmt as a matter of fact the mean¬ 
ing of ( lie sentence does depend upon the meaning of the words composing 
it ; there is nothing to prove that the sentence has any other meaning 
apart from what is afforded by the component words. For instance, in 
the sentence ‘agnihotranjulmyAt svargakamab ’ we find that, the word 
expressive of the Agnihotra sacrifice and also the word expressive nf desiring 
heaven are both found inclose proximity to the word ‘ j uhuy/tt which 
denotes the action of offering ; and all the meaning that is afforded by 
this sentence is that which is got at through the signification of the two 
former words taken along with the signification of the verb. The meaning 
is that one desirous of heaven—should offer—the agnihotra , which is 
nothing more than the denotations of the three words linked together. 
Hence when the word and its meaning are eternal, sentences formed by 
these words must also be eternal; and thus the eternity of sentences 
being established, there is no incongruity in the view that the Veda is the 
trustworthy authority for all matters relating to Dharraa. 

Lake, in ordinary parlance. SanniyamAt, on account of re¬ 
striction or limitation. W«T Prayoga, usage Sannikansah, explana¬ 

tion, justification. 

26. Inasmuch as we find a restriction in the case of 
ordinary parlance, it follows that [in the Veda also] there 
would he a similar explanation for the use [of sentences].— 26, 
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In the case of ordinary usage it is found that it is only when wo 
know the meaning of each individual word that we can use or comprehend 
the meaning of the sentence composed of those words • from this analogy 
it could be safely argued that the meaning of the sentence depends upon 
the meaning of the words. That is to say, it must bo admitted that tho 
meaning of the. sentence ‘'ignihotranjulruyfit svargakamnh ’ is nothing 
more or less than what is signified by each of the three words. 


Adhikarana VIII — The Veda is not the work of a 
'personal author. 

SOtKAS 27-32. 

“ ” II W || 

Wl Vcdau, the Vedas. s* Cha, and, ifa Eke, some people. 

Sannikatsain, (are) modern, or die work of an author. JHWUsur Pui usAkhyah] 
(because) ihey are named after men. 

27. “ According to some people the Vedas are the work 
of human authors; being, as they are, named after men.”— 27. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted above that the Veda is the sole authority on 
matters relating to Pharma; and that the Veda is trustworthy, because 
it is eternal, and as such free from all those discrepancies to which tire 
words Of human beings are liable. The opponent now proceeds to show 
that the Veda, and the injunctions contained therein, are the work of 
human authors, and as such they are not an absolutely trustworthy source 
of information. The Veda, it is argued, must have had a human author, 
because we find .various sections of the Veda named after men; c g 
‘ K&thaka ’ after the name of Kntlia, ‘ Paippaluda ’ after the name of 
Pippablda, and so forth ; all this proves that the section called ‘ Kfithaka’ 
is the work of the person called Katlia, and that called * I’aippalAda was 
composed by PippalAda. 

“ Sffireis&rre” II ^c: II 

vfasr Anftya, non-eternal or transient things-jptfonf DarsanAt, also 
because of her finding. ^ Cha, also. 

28. “Also because we find [in tLe Veda] [the mention 
of] many non-eternal things.” —28. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Another argument in support of the view that the Veda is not 
eternal is here propounded. As a matter of fact, we find such statements 
in the Veda as— 1 Aiuhi lakih akamayata,’ ‘ Auddalaki desired,’ ‘ Babara 
pfavahani desired,’ and so forth—wherein are mentioned persons and 
events that cannot he said to he eternal. That is to say, the presence 
of such sentences as the above proves that the sentences were composed 
long after the persons spoken of therein lived on the earth ; and that 
they did not exist before these persons ; that is to say, the Veda lias 
had a beginning in time. 

I) ^S. U 

gfrKff Uktam, lias already been declared and proved, g Tu, but. 

S$nbda, of words-Porvatvam, priority or etemality. 

29. But the etemality of the word has already " been 
established. — 29. 

COMMENTARY. 

In answer to the above argument's it is declared that arguments 
in support of the etemality of all words (and the Veda) lia- e already been 
advanced above under sutras (5-23, where it has been proved that all 
words are eternal. All that is necessary, therefore, on the present occasion 
is to answer theargmnents put forward by the opponent in sutras 27 and 
28. And this is done in the following sutras. 

u \* u 

5JHSW Akliya, tile name. PravaclianAt, [is due to] excepnionally 

excellent study and teaching. 

30. The name [of the Vedic sections] is based upon ex¬ 
ceptionally excellent study and teaching [of that section by 
a particular person.] — 30. 

1 COMMENTARY. 

ill answer to sutra 27, it is urged that a certain section of the 
Vecla is named • ‘ Kathaha,' Jiot because it was- composed by Kafcha, but 
only because that section was made the subject of special study 
bv a person of that name who was regarded as a specialist in that 
section of the Veda which, on that account, came to be known after 
his name. 

u \\ w 

rA d.-, 


g Pai am tu, the other (is) 
larity—Matram, only. 

31. The other is only a similarity of sounds 


Jgffi Sruti, sound—S&m&nya, simi- 

31. 
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COMMENTARY. 



As for the mention of the names of men and things in the Veda, 
there is nothing to show that the word as found in the Veda was actually 
the name of a person ; it is, in fact, nothing more than a chance re¬ 
semblance of sounds ; the word as found in the Veda has since then been 


borne as the name of a certain person; that does not show that in the 


Veda it must be regarded as a proper name ; it may bo used there in a 
totally different sense ; for instance, as the Bhiisya points out, the word 
‘ pravahaya’ may mean only the excellent carrier. 


3FT H H 


ffr Krite, towards or of an action. ?tr Va, or faptURT: Viniyogali, urging, 
injunction, inducement, rqiw Syat, may be. aFPraj: Karmanah, of action. RRjvsfT»r 
Sambandhat, on account of connection or relationship. 

32. [Such apparently absurd Vedic declarations as 
‘ trees performed this sacrifice ’ and the like] maybe regarded 
as inducements towards certain actions ; because of the rela¬ 
tionship or connection [of those sentences] with actions. — 32. 


COMMENTARY. 


The opponents of Vedic authority have argued that the Veda cannot 
be regarded as authoritative and trustworthy, because it contains such 
apparently absurd statements as ‘ the cows sat at the sacrifice,’ 1 the trees 
performed the sacrifice ’ and so forth. Jn answer to this it is urged that 
though these sentences are absurd when taken by themselves, they cease 
to be so when they are taken along with the context in which they occur. 
All these sentences are found in the section dealing with a certain 
sacrifice; and in praise of this sacrifice it is declared that even such 
inanimate things as trees and the like have had recourse to the per¬ 
formance of the sacrifice ; so excellent it is, and so manifestly desirable 
are its results that even trees were induced to perform it; under the 
circumstances it is only natural that such intelligent beings as men should 
perceive the excellence of the action, and engage in performing it. There 
is nothing incongruous and absurd in the sentence if thus intelligently 
interpreted. 

Thus then the Veda, not being the work of a human author—whereby 
it is free from all the discrepancies consequent upon such authorship 
—and there being nothing in the text of the Veda itself that shakes 
its authority,—it must be admitted that it is a trustworthy source of 
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knowledge of all matters relating to Dharma; and as it lias been shewn 
that no other source of such knowledge is available, the Veda must be 
also acknowledged to be the only source of knowledge relating to 
Dharma. 


Second PAda. 

THE AUTHORITY OE THE ARTHAVADA. 

Adhikarana 1—Trustworthy character of Arthavada 
passages in general. 


a 





m n mi 

Amn&yasya, of the Vecla. fij^r^^nr Kriyarthaivat, being for the 
purpose of laying down actions. Anarthakyam, (there must be) 

uselessness, Atadarthanam, of those (parts of it) which do not 

serve that purpose. TasroSt, for this reason (in regai d to such parts). 

Anityam iii, as non-eternal (not serving any eternally useful purpose 
in the shape of laying down actions)* Uchyate, (the Veda) are declared 

to be. 

I. “ The purpose of the Veda lying in the laying clown 
of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that purpose 
are useless ; and in these therefore is the Veda said to be 
non-eternal (i.e., of no permanent value.) 'Wl. 

COM M KNTiMCY. 

Having, hi the preceding section, ascertained the fact of Lite Veda 
being authoritative and trustworthy, the author now proceeds to explain 
the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, of the entire Vecla ; consisting, as 
it does, of (1) Injunctions and Prohibitions, <2 i Valedictory and Deprecatory 
Passages (3) Mantras and (4) Names ; each of these is now going to be 
considered separately with reference to its hearing upon Dhaima. 

That the Injunctions and Prohibitions serve distinctly useful purposes 
in matters relating to Dharma follows from the very definition of dharma 
propounded in sfitra 1. 1. 2. above; where it has been shown that the 
Veclic Injunction is the sole authority for Dharma, and that the chief pur¬ 
pose of Injunctions lay in the pointing out of actions that, as constituting 
Dharma, should be performed ; from this it follows that Prohibitions also 
have their use in the indicating of actions, which, as constituting A dharma, 
should not be performed. It is all right so far. Now t the question arises-**- 
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Injunctive and Prohibitive Passages as authoritative, 
, w rve to point out the results, the materials and the methods 
pertaining to actions; but as regards the other three classes of passages 
contained in the Veda, inasmuch as they do not point out anything with 
reference to any actions to be performed,—should these also be regarded 
as authoritative or not? The matter of Mantras and. Sanies will he 
taken up later on ; at present we confine our attention to the passages 
called ‘ arthavadV—those that are. valedictory, praising something, e.g. f 
the sentence ‘ Vayu is the swiftest deity’—as well as those that are depre¬ 
catory—e q , ‘ Uudra wept, and from that was silver produced.’ Are these 
passages authoritative ? That is, have they any bearing on actions and 
hence on Dharma ? 

The Pilrmpahia view is that, these passages apparently can have no 
authoritative bearing on Dluirma ; for the simple reason that they do not 
declare anything with regard to any actions to be performed or avoided 
For instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is the swiftest deity’ says nothing as to 
any action ; it simply declares an established (act ; our knowledge of ■■ nyu 
as the swiftest deity does not help us in the performance or avoidance of 
any action. Similarly, the sentence ‘ Rudra wept, and from that was 
silver produced’ does not say anything as to any action. All these passages 
then, not serving the purpose of pointing to any action, must be regarded 
as useless- having no hearing on Pharma; and as such, serving no eter¬ 
nally useful purpose ; as it is only matters relating to Pharma that are of 
perennial interest; similarly with all purely valedictory and deprecatory 
passages. 

“ ” u * it 

Him fsSstra, (of) scriptures.—Drista, (of) directly perceived facts.— 
Vifodhat, because of the contradiction. 'W Cha, and also. 

2. “And also because of the contradiction of the 
scriptures and of directly perceived facts.”—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

This sfitra puts forward another argument in support of the position 
advanced in the precediugsutra. 

The purely arthavada passages,” continues the Pdrvapak^in, can 
have no authoritative bearing upondharma. Because in the case of such 
passages as * the mind is a thief/ ‘ speech is a teller of lies’ and the like, 
inasmuch as they describe a certain state of things as they exist, they can 





accept the 
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have no bearing upon what should be done. In order to escape this 
predicament, it will perhaps be explained that what is meant by the de¬ 
claration ‘ the mind is a thief * is that 1 inasmuch as such an important 
sense-organ as the mind is a thief, one should commit theft by the other 
organs also and similarly by declaring that ‘speech is a teller of lies it 
is meant that we should tell lies ;—both these passages in this manner 
laying down things to be done, and as such having a direct bearing upon 
Dharma. But in this case the passages would be contradictory to the 
scriptures that prohibit stealing and telling of lies. Similarly, we have such 
passages as—‘during the day the smoke only is seen and not the bright¬ 
ness (of lire)/ This passage is a direct contradiction of a directly per¬ 
ceived fact , because we actually see the brightness of fire during the day. 
Lastly we have the passage wherein theIMluvumo, priest is represented 
as saying ‘ we know not if we are Rrah nmnas or non-Brahmanas. I Ins 
contradicts a fact of perception, .inasmuch as the Brfilmnanahood of the, 
Brahmana is a perceptible fact. 

“cPJJT II 3 II 

OTT Taihft, also, Phal&bh&v&t, because of the absence of re¬ 


sults. 


3. 


“ Also because of the absence of results.' o. 


COMMENTARY. 

Another argument against the authoritative:]ess of iirthavada pas¬ 
sages: -With regard to the Ganjatrivatra Bralivmriu, it is said—* the face 
of one who knows this brightens up.’ Now ii tlie brightening in the 
face is an already established fact—then the passage is purely des¬ 
criptive of a fact; and as such can have no bearing Upon Dharma. If, 
on the other hand, it does not exist, then the declaration becomes untrue 
—mentioning things as existing when, in reality, they do not exist,. 
Lastly, if the passage is regarded as indicating the result that accrues lroni 
the reading of that particular Brahmana— this mention of the result implay- 
the propriety of the reading, —then also we find the declaration defective ; 
because, as a matter of fact, we never find the face of the. reader of the 
Brahmam brightening up. Thus we find that the result as mentioned 
in the passage never comes about. Hence the passage must be rejected as 
untrustworthy.” 

«-«- 


” II II 

Anya, (of) others.—^prn^nir Anarthakyat, because of uselessness, 







mist#,. 



4. “ Because of the uselessness of others (other pas¬ 

sages).”—4. 


COMMENTARY. 

The arguments put forward in the preceding Sdtra demolish the 
authority of all those arthav&da passages which speak of excellent results 
following from trifling actions, e.g., such as the passage declaring that 
by acquiring the knowledge of the Asfvamedha one conquers earth. 
Even granting for the sake of argument that the passages mention real 
results, i.e., declares certain result as following from certain actions; — 
if It be true that one has to acquire the knowledge of the Arivaniedha, 
and that for the sake of becoming immortal,—or that one should offer 
the Purnihuti and thereby obtain all that, he denies,—then, inasmuch as 
all desires will have been fulfilled by the trifling act of the PurnfUiuti 
offering, why should any intelligent person have recourse to such 
elaborate sacrifices as the Jyotiijfcoma and the like ? Thus by seeking 
to establish the authority of a few Arthavnda passages, you prove the 
uselessness of almost all real injunctions which actually and directly 
lay down definite actions. 

“ ” ii v. ii 

^rurfu Abhagi, (of) an impossibility (which cannot be negatived). 
Pratisedhat, because of the negativing, Clia, also. 

5. 11 Also because of the negativing of impossibili¬ 
ties.”- 5. 

COMMENTARY. 

> ^ 10 wo rn cet with such passages as — 1 the fire is not to 

be kindled on the earth,’ ‘ lire is not to he kindled in the sky,’ and so 
forth; here we have the negation or prohibition of the kindling of lire 
in the sky; as it is never possible for the fire to be kindled in the skv 
its negation becomes absurd ; so also, as the kindling cannot be done 
except on the egrth, the negativing of this also becomes absurd ; and as 
no authority can belong to such absurd declarations, such passages 
cannot be regarded as trustworthy. ; 

“ ” II i || 

Anitya, (of) non-eternal things, iqsfrurg; Samyogat, because of the 
contact or presence (i.e., mention.) 

'd. “ Because of tbe mention of non-eternal tilings.”_6. 

4 






miSTffy 



COMMENTARY. 


We find in many passages, the names of things that are clearly 
non-eternal; this vitiates the eternal character of these passages (if not 
of the entire Veda, which point has been discussed under sutras 1.1.28 
and 81). We have, for example, the passage mentioning the * son of 
IVaviihana ’ as desiring something ; this ‘son of Pravahana 5 cannot but 
have been a perishable being; such passages, therefore, being non eternal, 
cannot be regarded as trustworthy guides as to what is duty. 

WkU this Sutra 6, ends the statement of the PiirvapaJ^a; the 
upsliol of which is that Arthavada passages cannot be regarded to be as 
authoritative and trustworthy in matters relating to Dharma as the' 
purely injunctive passages; for reasons put; forward in the sfltras 1 to 6 
above. 

8ini)HANTA. 

PhevSiddhanta or final conclusion is put forward in sfitra 7, and 
further discussed in sutras 8 to 18. 

bfCHi fWtuf n vs w 

flmur Vidhina, with the injunctive passages, g Tu, but, 
Ekavakyatvat, inasmuch as they are syntactically connected. rgniifcr Stutyar- 
thena, by reason of their serving the purpose of praising. VidhtnAm, 

of what is enjoined, Syuft, they would be (authoritative). 

7. Inasmuch as they are syntactically connected 
with the injunctive passages, they (arthavada passages 
would be) (authoritative), by reason of their serving the 
purpose of praising what has been enjoined.—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

The main contention of the opponent is that the arthavada passages 
cannot have any authoritative bearing upon Dharma, because, merely 
describing settled facts, they have no connection with anything to be 
done. It is pointed out in the present sfltra, that it is not true that 
these passages have no connection with actions to be performed. As a 
matter of fact we find that all arthavada passages are capable of being 
construed along with one or more injunctive passages ; and the purpose that 
they serve is that of praising the action enjoined in the sentence with 
which they are related. For instance, we have the injunction—‘one who 
desires prosperity should sacrifice the Sveta dedicated to Viyu; ’ this 
naturally leads to the question ‘why should that particular animal he 
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sacfificed ?’ And it is in answer to this question that we have 
arthavada ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity, it carries the performer tc prosperity 
very swiftly ; ’ thus we see that there is a syntactical affinity between 
these two passages, which leads us to construe them together ; and inas¬ 
much as the arthavada serves the distinctly useful purpose of prompting 
men to the performance of the act enjoined by the injunctive passage, 
it cannot be said to have no bearing upon Dhavma. 

In this connection it may be noted that, in regard to every injunctive 
passage we have two kinds of Bhavand or injunction — the actual and tire 
verbal, each of these having three factors of (1) the result, (2) the means 
and (3) the procedure ; in the actual bhavand, the ‘ result’ is tire result 
accruing from the performance of the enjoined action ; the ‘moans’ is tho 
action enjoined, and the ‘procedure’ is the various subsidiary actions 
that go to make up the enjoined action. But of the verbal bhavand, the 
‘ result’ is the activity or prompting of the person; the ‘means’ is the 
injunctive passage; and the ‘procedure’—how is this prompting to he 
accomplished by means of the injupctive passage ?— consists of the 
arthavada passages wJiic.lt accomplish this by praising the action Thus 
we find that tbe arthavada enters as an essential factor in the Injunction. 

Rumania has applied the reasoning to similar passages in the 
Puranas. He says that the praises and descriptions contained in the 
Puritans need not be accepted as literally true; specially when they are 
not capable of being taken along with any injunction of actions. To 
this category belong such descriptions as those of tlie Gandliamadana 
and the like; these serve the purpose of giving pleasure in the mere 
recitation; the description of wars also are meant simply to encourage 
the brave and the warlike as also the coward. In this manner, all these 
serve distinctly useful purposes. Where no such result is found,—as in 
the case of the hymns to deities —we assume an unseen or transcendental 
result. 

w * n 

Tulyam, (is) equal. «sr Cha, and, also, SampradAyikam, 

the connection of long-established tradition. 

8. And the connection of long-established tradition is 
also equal (to the Injunction and the Arthavada passages). 

— 8 . 

COMMENTARY. 

The Arthavada cannot be rejected as useless, because it serves 
a distinctly useful purpose as shown above ; and also because of another 
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reason, put forward in the present sfltra. As a matter of fact, we hud 
that the Artbav&da passages are treated, by students of Veda, with as 
much regard and attention as the Injunctive passages ; from this we 
conclude that the rules laid down for the study of the Veda apply with 
equal force to both sets of passages ; and this regard and attention could 
not he paid to the Arthavuda if they were entirely useless; in which 
case, the sstudents could not have kept up the study of these passages. 

Another interpretation of the sfitra given by Kumfirila is as follows 
The. injunction of Vedic study—upon which the traditional method of 
study is based— makes no distinction between the injunctive and the 
Artliav&da passages; and from this we infer that they have a distinct 
purpose of their own, in connection with the action laid down by the 
injunctive passages ; and this purpose consists in the praising of that 
action and thereby persuading people to its performance. 

s ra rer \ wn ft flfHf 

SSsrsrafrRJrT: \ TOTTfTOfcr H \ \ % * 5- M 

OTIRT ApVapta, (is) not applicable. *r Cha, and. wgqqftr: Anupapaitfo, 
incongruity or contradiction, uuru Prayoge, on their (Arthavftda passages) 
laying down actions, ft Hi, because. HTTP Virodhah, incongruity or con- 
tradiciion. rur? Syat, would be. VTSauh Sabdarthali, the meaning ol the 
words ; [or * it serves as an auxiliary to the injunctive word], $j ! u, but. 
Sfs^TWJrT- Aprayogabh&tah, (does not) lay down actions, muff i'asmat, there¬ 
fore. mwier Upapadyeta, it is all right (there is no incongruity). 

9. And the incongruity (urged above) is not applicable ; 
because there would be incongruity if the passages bud 
down actions ; but (in reality) the meaning of the words 
does not lay down actions [or the passage is an auxiliary 
to the injunctive word, and does not lay down actions ;■ ] 
hence it is all right (there is no incongruity).—9. 

COMMENTARY, 

The incongruities pointed out in Sutra 2 el. seq., vis-, that the 
Artliavacla passages, 'mind is a thief and the like, are contradictory to 
scriptures and well-established’ facts of perception, and so forth—-are 
not applicable at all. Because there would be such a contradiction only 
if: the passages really laid down actions ; for instance, the passage the 
mind, is a thief ’ would contradict the scriptures prohibiting theft, only 




* This is tho alternative explanation given by the V&rtika. 










tl PADA, I ADIlKARAhJA, Si. 11. 


I8L 


if it directly laid down the action, of stealing. As a matter of fact the 
words of these passages are not taken in their literal sense ; nor are 
words from without added to them to make them regular injunc¬ 
tions of actions; they are taken only as signifying praise; this praise 
cannot contradict any scriptures or well-ascertained facts ; hence there can 
be no incongruity in regard to the authority of the arthavada passages. 

The Vartikd notes three different readings of this sfitra : (1) ‘ apra~ 
ptdfiehchmpapaUUp , etc., 1 in this case the sutra shall be rendered as 4 we 
find the incongruity not applicable, etc., etc.’ (2) c aprApt^mclidnupdpdtti}n^ 
etc., 1 the rendering in this case being ‘our theory is not open to the incon¬ 
gruity, etc., etc.’ (3) as taken above. 

pmsrag it ii 

appsjip*: Gunav&dah, (there is) indirect application, g Tu, but. 

10. But there is indirect application.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

u It may be possible to take the arthavada along with, and as auxil¬ 
iary to, the injunctive passage when the two treat of the same subject; 
how can this be possible when the two treat of two entirely different 
subjects?— e.g.y the arthavada praises the water, while the injunction lays 
down the use of the branch of the Vetasa tree.” The explanation given 
by the siltra is that in all such cases there is an indirect application ; 
that is to say, the praise though applying directly to the water, applies 
indirectly to all things produced in water ; and the enjoined Vetasa being 
one such, thing, the praise becomes related to the injunction, through 
this indirect application ; the meaning being — 5 because water is calm, 
by the use of the Vetasa, which is produced in water, the sacrificed obtains 
calm and peace.’ 

wm. srmTct ii u n 

ROpat, on the (similarity of) form. Sfnftijr Fray at, on the character 
of the greater part. 

11. On the similarity of form, and on the character 
of the greater part (the indirect inj unction of passages is 
based.)—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

This siltra meets the objections urged in siltra 2 with regard to 
the two arthav&da passages : (1) ‘ the mind is a thief,’ and (2) * speech is a 
liar.’ These two sentences are not to be taken in their literal sense; 
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U Dora, distance. rjiKsmr BhOyastvat, on account of the greatness of. 

12. Because of the greatness of distance.—12. 

COM ME NT ARY. 

fl lias been argued under sutra d, that some uii.liava.da passages are 
direct contradictions of well-ascertained facts of perception ; as for instance, 
when a passage declares that ‘during the day the smoke alone of the 
(ire is seen.’ The answer to this is tl at, as a matter of fact during the clay 
when the fire is burning at a great distance, it is only the smoke—and not 
the bright flame of the fire that is seen ; so the passage does not contra¬ 
dict a perceived fact. 1 he purpose served by this passage lies in the justi¬ 
fying of the use, at the morning libation, of the mantra 'SnXryo jyotivj,joti- 
ragnilj, svdhd,’ and at the evening libation of the mantra ‘Agnirjyotir 'jyotHi 
fniryal .1 svahd. Both of which contain the nanus of both Sfirya and Agni; 
the use of those that are called ‘mixed’ mantra is justified by the declara¬ 
tion that during the day Agni enters into Suit a as proved by the percep¬ 
tion of smoke only; and Surya enters into Agni, as proved by the non-per¬ 
ception of the Sun , hence at both times both these deities being mixed 
up in one, it is only right that ‘mixed’ mantras should be used. 

n %\\\ 

irff Stri, (of) women, aWPflN Aparddhdt, on account of the failing. 

Karluh, of the father. Cha, and. 3* Pulra, of the son. Darsanam, 

(there is) the finding. 

* The Blidfya and the V&rtika both react ‘atryajnr&dh&t; the omission of the initial 
'stri,' therefore iu the text of the sAtra in the Bibl. Indies edition must be regarded as an 
oversight. 
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31. On account of the failing of the woman, (there can 
be no certainty of caste); specially as the son is often found 
to belong to the father.—13. 


COMMENTARY. 


Under sutra 2 it has been argued that the passage Sve know not if 
we are Bralunanas or non-Brahmanas’ contradicts a fact of perception ; 
inasmuch as the Brahmanaliood of the priest is a perceptible fact : when 
we see that the priest is tiro son of a Brahmana, there can be no doubt as 
to liia Brabmanahood. The answer to this is that there.is always a chance 
of the mother having misbehaved with a man of a different, caste ; in fact 
such mixture of castes is not uncommon ; and in the case of mixtures 
if the son belonged to • the mother, then the misbehaving of the mother 
would not affect the caste of the child ; but we find Smrilis declaring that 
the ‘ son belongs to the fatherhence as there is always a chance of 
misbehaviour on the part of the mother, there can be no certainty as 
to the caste of any person. The passage praises the recounting of one's 
pratara names of ones famous ancestors and declares that even if the 
reciter may have doubts.as to his BrAlnnanahood, it, becomes universally 
recognised if lie recounts the prnvaras. 


® WT^TTW^T II 



' / "O' ^ \ii ■ p a;, viv mi 

14. There is desire for immediate good. — 14. 
commentary. 


The opponents cite another passage which is opposed to the scriptures; 
for instance, the sentence, ‘who knows whether or not theie is such a 
thing as heaven etc.’; this denial of the heaven world is a direct contradic¬ 
tion of all those passages that lay down the performance of certain sacri¬ 
fices for the attaining of heaven. The present sfitra explains the real pur¬ 
pose of the sentence in question : The sentence occurs in connection with 
the injunction of putting many wide windows in the Sacrificial House ; 
the presence of many windows allows free exit to the smoke, and thereby 
removes one of the greatest discomforts of persons engaged in the 
performance; this is the ‘immediate good’ mentioned in the sfitra • 
the meaning of the sfitra is that there is always present, in the minds 
of men, a desire for immediate good, rather than for one that is expected 
to come after some time; consequently, with a view to eulogising the 

* Some people read which takes no time in appearing,^wTieh is the saioaT 

• immediate,’ 
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giving of many windows, the arthvada passages say—‘ as regards such 
desirable results as the attainment, of heaven and the like people may 
have doubts as to whether or not there is any such place as Heaven,—- 
but there can bo no doubt, as to the excellent results proceeding from 
the giving of many windows to the house ; ’ thus all that the sentence 
means is, not that there is no such place as heaven, but only that ihe 
results proceeding from the giving of many windows is so sure and 
immediate, that one cannot fail to realise its desirability. 

r%rr VidyA, (of) knowledge. srSTOf Pra^amsA, (it is) praise. 

15. I t is praise of knowledge.—15, 

COMMENTARY. 

Tills sfltra meets the arguments urged in sutra 3. 

The passage declaring the 1 shining of the face ’ of the man who 
studies a particular Brahmana of the Veda, is only a praise of that study ; 
the meaning being that the ‘man who studies it becomes so learned that 
all his words come to him smoothly, that whenever he makes a speech, it 
is all in good form ami reason, and it is a pleasure to all who hear him,*— 
this is what is meant by Iris face * shining 1 or * becoming beautiful’ Thus 
there is no incongruity in the passage. As regards the declaration that 
* his children become wealthy,’this also is a praise of his learning; the 
meaning being that ‘ the children of the learned man being also learned, 
they are naturally invited to officiate at a large number of sacrifices, the 
perquisites whereof enrich them.’ 

in u u 

srf<”sp3rSarvatram, the universality. AdhikArikam, pertains to 

the capability of the agent. 

16. The universality (mention of all) pertains to the 
capability of the agent, to perform all actions.—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

This meets the arguments urged in siltra 4. 

When the passage declares 1 all desirable results’accruing to one who 
offers the pilrnnhuti —which is the final offering completing the due 
kindling of the sacrificial fire—what is meant is that by thus having a duly 
kindled fire, tire agent is enabled to perform all sacrifices, and thereby ob¬ 
taining all desirable results. Even so, it may be argued, it is not right 
to speak of all results ; as ' all results ’ do not proceed from the sacrifices 
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^p©¥forme(l ; e.cj., the flying in the aky is not spoken, pi' as proceeding from 
any sacrifices ; consequently the declaration that ‘ the performer of the 
Pfirnfthiiti obtains all desires’ remains as untrue as ever. The reply to 
* this is that, even in ordinary parlance we often speak of all the rice having 
been cooked ; this does not mean that all the rice in the world has been 
cooked; all that it means is that the cooking has been accomplished of all 
the rice that had been set apart for being cooked on the particular occasion ; 
in the same manner, what life passage means is not the accruing of all that 
may be desired, but only that of those results that follow from actions per¬ 
formed with the help of consecrated fire, 

II II 

Phalasya, of the result. Karmanispatteh, the accomplish¬ 
ment being due to actions, Tcsain, of those (actions), Lokavat, as 

in the ordinary world. qf<*THIFrT- Pai imanatah, due to the magnitude. tfryfrlrcftr: 
Phalavisihsah, difference in the results. j^yat, there would be. 

17. The accomplishment of the result being due to 
actions, there would be a difference in the results, due to the 
magnitude of the actions,—as in the ordinary world.—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

This sfitra supplies another answer to the objections answered in 
the preceding sfifcra. There can be no incongruity even if we take the 
passage literally, and admit the fact of all results proceeding from the 
Purntihuli. Even if all results do proceed from this, the character of 
these results cannot but differ from similar results obtainable from more 
elaborate and difficult actions; for instance the heaven, i.e., pleasurable 
existence —obtained by the performance of the simple Pitrnahuti would be 
of a kind far inferior to that obtained by the elaborate Daria-Pilrnarndm. 
Just as in ordinary experience we find in the case of two cultivators—one 
of whom labours hard throughout the day while the other cultivates his 
lands only now and again and leisurely,—though both obtain the same 
result, in the shape of the harvest, that reaped by the lazy man is far 
inferior, both in quality and quantity, to that reaped by the laborious 
man. In this manner, there need be no incongruity in the passage in 
question. 

5 
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Antyayob, of tlie last two aphorisms (of the Porvapaksfi). *nrrffT« 
Yalhpktam, (the answer is) as explained already. 

18. Of the last two aphorisms of the 1'urvapaksa, the 
answer is as has been explained already.- -18. 

COM M IS NT ARY. 

(I) In sittra 5 (lie i’urvapakija has taloai Uie case of the passage 
' the lire should not be kindled on the earth ; the fire should not he 
kindled in the sky, etc.; and urged that these Contain impossible nw'a- 
tions. 

The answer to this is that, just as the deprecation of mind ami speech 
has been shown in sfitra II to signify the praise of gold,—so in the case 
in question also, the prohibition of the kindling on the bare ground 
implies the praise of the placing of a gold-plate ou which the lire is 
laid and the prohibition of kindling in the sky, etc., is meant, simply 
to lend force to the prohibition of the kindling on the bare ground, - the 
.sense being that (lie kindling of the lire on the bare ground would 
be as absurd as the kindling in the sky.’ 

(ti) In sntia o, the 1 urvapaksa has taken exception tp the mention n 
the nrt.havfi.da passages, of such non-eterual things as ‘ the son of I h avoliana’ 
and the like. The answer to this is the same that we have explained 
under sutra l. I. 3.1. 

I he practical use ol this discussion as to the arthavfida being taken 
along with the injunctive passage, lies in connection with ihe UAtrisatra 
lacrilice, the result attained by v-hich happens to be mentioned in a 
correlated arthavfida passage. 

The Prabhfikara presentation of the adhikarana is as follows 
Pilrvapuh;a. “ Due significance can attach only to such sentences 
as contain words denoting an action ; as the arthavfida does not contain 
such a. word, il, must be rejected as meaningless.” 

SuldfMnta. —Though the arthavada does not contain a word denoting 
action, yet, inasmuch as it is construed along with injunctive sentenced 
whieli contain such a word, the two come to be taken as one sentence ■ 
and as such the injunctive word cannot be said to be altogether absent 
in the arthavada. I he arthavada, therefore, has a definite meaning oulv 
when construed along with the injunctive Sentence. 
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ikarana II. —Treating of the authority of such A vi'havadn 
passaffes as have the form of Injunctions. 

S&TRA I . 2. 19-25. 

“ft&rafwut «r4p$» ii tiRin ii 

V i'liiih, an injunction. ?rr Va t surety, Syat, must be. 

ApOivarv&t, because of its (laying down) something new (not known already). 
WHim VAdamatram, a mere description, HU, (specially) as. 
An-arthakam, (would be) useless. 

I '- 1 . It must be an injunction ; because it lays down 
some tiling now • specially as a mere .Inscription would 
be useless."— 19. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been shown in tl.. preceding Adhikarapa that Arthav-Ula pas- 
a:ig<‘s are authoritative, inasmuch as they are taken along with the 
injunctive passages, and serve the useful purpose of persuading men to 
perform the actions iai.l down by these latter. But we find some passages 
which, while containing the praise of something, contain also the injunction 
of an action ; for instance, the passage ‘ t he sacrificial post is of ndumbara 
wood : the ndumbara wood is the essence of food : cattle are strong; through 
the powei ful ndumbara post one (the priest) acquires' powerful cattle; 
the powerful (ndumbara) tending to bring about power.’ With regard 
to this the question arises- -Does it mention the result-the obtaining of 
strength and strong cattle- -as actually following from the making of the 
post of the uclurnbara wood, the sentence thereby becoming an injunction 
of: the result or does it only express mere praise for purposes of persuasion ? 

The Purmpaltm view is that.—“ the passage should be taken as an 
injunction, and not as a mere praise; and the reason given is that the 
passage lays down that the post should be made of udumbara mood if 0 >m 
desires to obtain strength ; and as this is not laid down by any other pas¬ 
sage, we cannot but connect the mentioned result with the mentioned 
action ; and so long as the passage is capable of being taken as an injunc¬ 
tion, it would be absolutely meaningless to take it as mere praise. ” 

“^r^TT%TcT II || 

#*** 1. -k- iv.it, (,t may be) as i. or It ,a,y pi-h , c , rtij thu> %T Chpf 
if (is urged). 1 

20. “ If it is urged that it may be as i,i ordinary 

parlance.’’ -20. 
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COMMENTARY. 



An objection is raised against the Purvapataa view : — 

In ordinary parlance we find that when one says—“This cow gives 
good milk,” we donot take this praise as indicating the injunction of its 
purchase ; we take it only as a praise of the cow, this praise serving the 
purpose of persuading the person to purchase the cow,—this purchase 
having been mentioned in another sentence; from the analogy of this 
ordinary usage we may conclude that the sentence in question is a mere 
praise. 




Na, that cannot be. *$?r??TT<rT Porvatvat, because it is known before¬ 
hand. 

21. (We reply) that cannot be; because it is known 


beforehand.”—21. 


COMMENTARY. 


The Pdrvapahjin answers the objection raised in the preceding 
sutra He says—“ The analogy does not hold good ; because in the case of 
ordinary parlance, what is praised is already known beforehand ; and what 
is said in praise cab also be verified by experience, by actually seeing the 
cow give good milk ; the case of the Vedic sentence is entirely different; what 
is praised—the making of the post with udumbara wood—is not already 
known ; nor is the fact put forward in the praise capable of verification by 
perception, etc. Hence wc cannot apply the analogy of ordinary parlance 
to the case of the Vedic passage in question. If we did so, then as in the 
case of the cow, the praise is verified by experience, so here also we would 
find it necessary to verify what is said in praise ; and as this is not possible 
because in ordinary experience, we can nevere find the udumbara to be 
‘ essence of food \ the whole declaration would become absurd. If, on the 
other hand, the sentence be taken as containing an injunetkxm—and a 
Vedic injunction, being totally different in character from declarations in 
ordinary parlance,—there would be no need for any such corroboration.” 


i! mm it 


STifisr Uktam, has been explained. 5 Tu, but. Vakyasfesatvam, 

the fact of being taken along with other injunctive sentences. 

22. But the fact of (such passages) being taken along 
with (other injunctive) sentences has been explained (in 


sfdra 1. 2. 7).—22, 
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COMMENTARY. 


The Pfirvapaksa has urged that, if taken as mere praise, the sentence 
becomes absolutely meaningless. In answer to this it is pointed out that, 
when taken as mere praise, the sentence cannot be meaningless or useless, 
because containing such praise, the sentence can be taken along with other 
injunctive sentences serving the purpose of persuading the agent to per¬ 
form the action enjoined by those sentences, as shown under sutra 1. 2. 7. 
There are strong reasons against regarding the sentence as an injunction, 
in the first place, there is no injunctive word, the verb being in the 
present tense ; consequently the injunction could only be got at through 
the praise contained in the sentence ; under the circumstances, it is far 
more reasonable to take the praise as bearing upon an altogether different 
sentence ; as in the case of ordinary Arthavada passages. That is to say, 
the sentence ‘ one obtains powerful cattle ’ must be taken as mere praise ; 
to be taken along with the sentence ‘ the post: is of udumbara wood’; and it 
serves the very useful purpose of persuading the agent to make the post of 
that wood ; and it does not mean that one who uses that wood actually 
acquires powerful cattle ; the sentence, therefore, has to be taken as true 
only in its figurative or secondary sense of praise, and not in its literal 
signification. 


rTOTfl ^TrT: 

wren* u h? ii 



Vidhill, the Injunction. ^ Cha, also, Anarthftfah, useless, 


meaningless, Kvachit, in certain cases. cRUT<r TasmAt, from it. gfu: 

Stutih, praise, Pratiyate, is deduced or understood, Tat- 

sAmAnyat ; by reason of the similarity to that. Itaresu, in the case of other 

sentences, rpcrr^ I'athAtvam, the same character. 


33. In certain cases the In j unction is found to be actu¬ 
ally meaningless, in which case the sentence is taken as indi¬ 
cating praise ; when other passages are found to he similar, 
these also must be accepted to have the same character.—23. 


COMMENTARY. 


It may be argued that it is not right to reject the direct or literal 
signification of a sentence in favour of an indirect or figurative one. 
But, says the sutra, there are many sentences, where the direct sig¬ 
nification, which points to the enjoining of actions, is found to hare 
tto meaning; and in all these cases, we reject that signification, and 
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ieept; the sentence ars indicating mere praise; for instance, the sen¬ 
tence /ayti is the eftest deity ’ when taken in its direct significa¬ 
tion, mast mean ‘the Vayu should be made the eftest deity; ’ this is 
meaningless ; as it is not possible for any agent to make Vayu eft or 
otherwise; for this reason, we take the sentence as mere praise of Vayu 
to whom an animal is laid down (by another sentence) as to be sacrificed. 
r Lhe contention of the sfitra is that when, in such, cases, all parties agree 
in rejecting the direct sign:!ication of injunction in favour of the indirect 
indication of praise, there can be no objection to the same in the case of 
all sentences that may be found to resemble the above sentence; that is 
to say, when once we can, on sullicient grounds, reject flic direct signifi¬ 
cation, there can be no reason why we should not do the same, whenever 
we have similar reasons for doing it. 


\\wu 


Prakarane, in, along with, the context, Sarnbhavan, com¬ 
patible. TOi Apakarsali, removal or transference. ^ Na-kalpyeta, 

is not l ight. Vi cl by & 11 a r tliakyan i, meaninglessness of the injunction, 

ft Hi, because. Tamprati, with regard to that. 


24. In tlie case of that which is compatible (capable of 
being taken along) with its own context, removal is not 
right; specially because an injunction would he absolutely 
meaningless in regard to that (particular sacrifice.)-.24. 

COMMENTARY. 

The present sfitra puts forward another argument in support 
of the view that in the case of many such sentences as the one in question, 
we find it necessary to reject the direct signification of injunction in 
favour of the indication.of -praise. The sentence referred to is the follow¬ 
ing - ; tliat which .is burnt becomes fit for the demon 1 —-occurn*ing 
in the Darsha-Punwmusa section ; according to the argument of the 
Purvapaksa, the sentence must be taken as enjoining the demon as a 
deity for the sacrifice, to whom the burnt cake is to he offered , and this 
would imply the removal of the previously mentioned deities of the sacri¬ 
fice, who should have to make room for the demon. As against this, the 
sutra urges that so long as there is a possibility of the previously men¬ 
tioned deities being retained there can be no justification for their 
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removal ; except for very strong,reasons., In the ease in question however, 
we find no such reason ; ay we are perfectly justified in taking the sen¬ 
tence as a praise of the unhurnb'cake, which alone is fit for the gods, the 
burnt one being fit only for demons. If, in order to avoid this argument, 
the sentence were taken as an injunction by itself, laying down an entirely 

distinct action,.that of burning the cake intended for the demon,—then 

the reply is that such an injunction could have absolutely no sense, in 
regard to Li 1 particular sacrifice of the Dartfa-Pfiramunasa, in whose context 
it occurs, 

This shows that there are many eases where the indirect indication 
is preferred to the direct signification ; consequently there can be no objec¬ 
tion to the same being done in the case of the sentence under discussion. 

f¥fr it mr® n rv. si 

i»\ 

HW Vidhau, in the case of injunction. Cha, and further, Vakva- 

hheda'li syntactical split, tqnf.Syat, would be. 

25. And further, in fixe case of the sentence being taken 
as an injunction, there would be syntactical split.—25. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the sentence in .question be taken as an injunction, then it 

would have to be construed, as- £ The Udumbani wood is strong.one 

should make the post of the Uchmibara wood ;* and thereby the one 
sentence, would become resolved into two ; thereby causing a syntactical 
split, which cannot bo jus Li lie l except when there is no other way of con¬ 
struing the sentence. 

the inevitable conclusion thus is that the sentence in question must 
be taken as mere praise, serving the purpose of persuading the performer 
to make the post of the particular wood mentioned. 

According to Jhabliakma, the.argument for the Purvapaksa is that, 
so long as the sentence ‘ obtains powerful cattle’ can be taken as per¬ 
taining to something to he accomplished (e.g. } the action of making the post 
of luiumbam wood), it is not right to take it as pointing merely an accom¬ 
plished fact—the mere praise. The argument fen* the Siddhfmta is that so 
long as any one or more sentences can be taken as pertaining to a single 
injunction, it is not right to accept, different injunctions; hence when 
the sentence is capable of being taken as a praise , related to the previously 
enjoined action, we cannot regard it as an injunction of results, as held 
by the Dth ’vapafya. 
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Adhi katana (HI).—Treating of such Arthavdda passages 
as appear to contain the statement of reasons for certain 
courses of action. 

SUTRA 1. 2. 26 30. 

II H II 

tg: Hetuh, reason, «rr Va, only. Syat, must be. 

Arthavattvopapattibhy&m, because of usefulness and proof. 

26. “ The passage must be taken only as the statement 
of reason ; because of usefulness and proof.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

There are certain passages which appear to contain the statement of 
reasons for a certain course of action. As for example, the passage 4 the 
libation should be poured with the tlfirpa because it is by means of this that 
food is prepared Now, with regard to this, there arises the question— 
does the sentence ‘because, etc.,May down a reason for the pouring of 
tlie libation with the sfurpa? or, is it a mere praise of the s'urpa meant to 
persuade the sacrilicer to use it ? 

The Purvapaksa embodied in the sfltra is that —“ the sentence must 
“be taken as containing the statement of a reason for the adopting of a 
“certain course of action; (1) because when thus taken, the sentence 
“ serves the very useful purpose of implying the use of all such implements 
“ of cooking as the ladle, the vessel and the like, all of which are used 
“ iri the pieparing of food ; and (2) because it is only when it is thus taken 
“ that the assertion becomes at all true and justifiable ; that is to say, if the 
“sentence is taken as the praise of the rfurpa only, it fails to be 
“ precisely true, as it is not only the sftirpa whereby food is prepared ; 
“ on the other hand, if we take the sentence as stating a reason for the 
“ using of the ftJfiypa, as also of all those things that are instrumental in 
“the preparing of food, it becomes perfectly true; this is the‘proof’ 
“ spoken of in the sfltra.” 

The Siddhanta in reply to the above is presented in the next sfltra. 

sHrt^rr ^ u w w 

Stutt), (it is) praise, jj Tu, but. SabdapQrvntvat, because 

it is mentioned directly by the word. Achodana, non-injunction, Clia, 

while. Tasya, of any other. 









COMMENTARY. 


I.'he use of the durpa is laid down directly by ..the preceding son- 
tence—dftrpena juhoti ; and as such this does not stand in need of any 
corroboration by the statements of reason ; it is enough for us to knorv that 
the sftirpa is laid down as the implement to be used ; we do not. want to 
know why it is so laid down ; so if taken as stating a reasqn the sentence 
in quest : on would become superfluous. If, on the other hand, it, is taken 
as being a praise of the sl&rpa, it serves the useful purpose served by 
all arthavadas, ms., that of persuading the performer to use the dtlrpa. 
Then again, the J’urvapaksin contends that if taken as the statement of 
reason the sentence included all such implements as the ladle and the like, 
all of which are used in the preparing of food. The Siddlianti urges that this 
is all the more reason why the sentence cannot be taken as the statement 
of reason ; it would, in that case put the shdrpa, the use of which is 
directly enjoined by the preceding sentence, on the same footing as all 
other implements, which arc not. so enjoined ; and this could be far from 
right. 

Then again, what the sentence in question praises is only that by 
which food is prepared ; while the injunction is that of the durpa; and 
as that, by which the food is prepared is the action of cooking,— and not 
the diirpa, etc., the sentence in question does not, in reality, state any 
reason for wlmt has been enjoined. This is the meaning that the Vartika 
attributes to the last clause of the sutra. 

%[ II ^c; II 

Yyarthe, the meaning expressed by the sentence not being applicable 
(to tiie sUrpa). *gr%: Stutih, praise. Anyftyyd not proper. Iti 

Chet, if it be urged. 

28. It it be urged that “ tlie meaning expressed by the 
sentence not being applicable (to the surpa and the sentence 
thereby becoming meaningless) any praise by that sentence 
would be most improper.— 28. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been declared above that, the passage in question is a mere 
praise of the ddrpa, and cannot be taken as literally true; because the 
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food is prepared by the action of cooking, and not by the ftftrpa. The 
present autra raises an objection :— 16 If the food is prepared by the action 
of cooking, then the fhlrpa cannot he rightly spoken as that by means of 
which food is prepared ; consequently it cannot be right to praise it 
by that assertion any such praise of the tftirpa would be most absurd,” 

Arthafc (there is) use (for it). gTu, but. VidhMesatvdt, 

because it forms part of the injunction, sqtjj YatliA, as. Loke, in 'the 

or dinary world. 

29. (Our reply is), but what is expressed by the sentence 
is applicable (to the surpa), (and the sentence is not mean¬ 
ingless) because it forms part of the injunction ; and it is 

exactly as in the ordinary world.—29. 

commentary. 

All that is meant by saying that the food is prepared by the action 
of cooking, and not by the sSdrpa, is that the former is the more im¬ 
mediate cause ■, and Irv this it is not meant to deny the m strumentality of 
the siftppa entirely ; just as in ordinary parlance when a certain work is 
accomplished by a number of men, when we. attribute the success to that 
person who has worked most, we do not deny the agency of the other 
workers, in the same manner, even though the rifirpa may not he the 
direct and immediate cause of the preparation of food, it cannot be denied 
that it helps towards it. Such being the ease, what is expressed by the 
sentence ! because by means of it food is prepared ’ becomes quite appli¬ 
cable to it; and the sentence cannot be regarded as meaningless ; specially 
as it forms part of, and is intended to be taken along with, the loiegoing 
injunction, ‘tlie libation should be offered by means of the siirpa ; that 
is to sav, being intended for being construed along with the injunction, 
the sentence is naturally taken not quite in its primary signification, 
as pertaining to the direct and immediate cause of the preparation of 
food ; but in that, secondary sense which is compatible with the sense 
of that injunction. 

Tjfe Sf %g: snrftsH rafun I UmT^irfrl % , 

Yadi, if. n Cha, again. t<|: Hetuh, reason, ar‘sf?rEfcr Avastistheta 
it would be restricted. fi#0T» Nirde&U, because of the specification. 
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Samanyat, through similarity, Itff '^sr Iti diet, if it be urged that. ^rspRiqT 
Avyavastha, iiidecisiveness or uncertainty, indefiniteness. pp?RT*r VidhitiAn., 
of injunctions, ?hrt Syat, there would be. 

30. If it were the statement of reason, the assertion 
would be restricted (to the $urpa only); because it is that 
which is specially mentioned, if it be urged that ‘ by reason 
of similarity (the assertion would apply to other things 
alsoj —we reply that in that case, the injunction would be¬ 
come vague and uncertain.—30. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the sentence in question were taken as asserting the reason for 
the use of the silrpa, then the assertion—‘because by that is food pre¬ 
pared ’—would have to be restricted to the durpa only ; and it could not 
be taken, as applicable to any other instruments of the preparation of 
food ; because of all these instruments, it is the shhpa that is specifically men¬ 
tioned. In answer to this it might be urged thatall that the sentence 
asserts is the instrumentality towards food-preparation;’ aud as such it could 
be applicable to all things that are instrumental towards it ; and it could 
not be restricted to the rfhrpa otiiy. But in that case, the sentence, declar¬ 
ing the reason, being found to be applicable to many things other than 
the durpa, there would be no finality in the injunction of the use of the 
surpa; and this injunction would become vague and indecisive; while, 
on the other hand, when the sentence is taken as praising the aurpa, 
it strengthens the injunction, and helps to make it definite and decisive. 

Prabhak ara’s argument in support of the Siddhanta is that the Vedic 
injunction does not stand in need of the support of any statement of 
reason ; the injunction being Self-sufficient, any statement of reason in 
corroboration of it must be superfluous ; but as no sentence in the Veda can 
be entirely superfluous, the sen tence must be taken as containing the praise 
of the implement whose use has been enjoined. 

Adhikarana IV—Treating of the use of Mantras. 

SUTRA 1. 2. 31-53. 

ii n 

fTiT fat, with.—Artha, in connection.- soT^Rf ^Astral, because of scrip¬ 
tural directions. [*R3rra?fos(«, Mamranarthakyam, meaninglessness of mantras.] 

[ this word has to be supplied from sutra 39 below which closes the statement 
of the POrvapaksa]. 
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31. “ Because of scriptural directions in connection 

with those (mantras) '[Mantras cannot be meant to be signifi¬ 
cant of any •meaning].” — 31. 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been proved above that, even such apparently absurd.passages 
as many arfliavi da passages are found to have a bearing'upon dharma ; and 
thus .it is regarded as established that,the entire Veda is to be regarded as 
authoritative on matters relating to dharma ; from this it is naturally taken 
for granted that the mantras of the. Veda also must be possessed of some 
such authority. This much being granted, the question naturally arises 
as to the particular use to which maittrati are to be put. That the 
mantras, are not injunctions is clear and as such they cannot serve the 
purpose of laying down an action, as injunctive sentences do ; contain¬ 
ing m> pmise or disparagement, they cannot serve the purpose that has 
been found to be served by the artliavada passages ; from this it follows 
that, the only purpose tlmt can bo served by the mantras must lie in the 
use of the mere words composing the 'mantras; and in connection with 
such use, the question that naturally arises is--are the words of the mantra 
pronounced for the purpose of conveying some meaning ? Or are they 
pronounced merely for the sake of the utterance, and no sense is .intended 
to be conveyed by them ? 

The Viirva-paksa view is that the mantras are not pronounced for 
the, purpose of Conveying any meaning,—-they are in fact, not intended 
to be expressive of any meaning. Each of the following nine sutras begin- 
ing with sfttra 31 gives a reason in support of this view. 

(i) 'In connection with the picking up of the ahhri, wo have 
the following text— deeasyatcclydrabhya gayatrcija ehhandasd Made —. 
in chat arlhirahhrm Matte where a set of four mantras is laid down as 
;o be pronounced at the time of the picking up of the abhr i ; now the 
words of Cue mantras themselves signify the action of picking up ; under 
the circumstances, if these words were really meant to be significant, 
the. fact of the mantras being used for the picking up of the ahhri would 
be signified by the words of the mavtms themselves, what would be the 
use of the subsequent direction—‘ one should pick up the ahhri with 
these four mantras ?—inasmuch. • as it has been found necessary to add 
this direction to the mantras, it is clear that the words themselves 
are not intended to be significant; they are meant only to be recited 1 
as so many words, irrespective of any sense that might be conveyed 
by them. ’ 
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“PITOI?” U ^ II 


Vftkya, of ilie sentences.—fsjartrr^ Niyanuit, because of the fixitv 
of order. ' J 

of. (2) “ Also because the order of sentences (in the 
■mantras) is irrevocably fixed.”-— 32. 

COM M KXTARY. 

(si “The second reason is (hat if the mantras were intended to be 
recited with a view to the sense conveyed by them, there would be nothin# 
wrong in changing the order of (ho words of the mantras ; for instance in 
the ease of the mantrap agnimilrM dimjj, cfcc.,’ it would make no differ¬ 
ence at a!! .f the mantra were recited in the form ‘ nulrdha agnib Aka';, &c. 
as l J ns clmil ” e in the order of ||e words would not make any difference 
in the sense conveyed by the words. As a matter of fact, however, the 
order of the words composing a mantra is most rigidly fixed ; and one 
may not displace a single syllable; from which it follows that the 
woo , aie not recited for the purpose- of conveying any sense; their 
use ties m the purely verbal recitation.” 

“fwfmrat” ii 33 a 

3* Buddl,.,. (pertainip- ,„) a]rad a„ saatn, 

because of scriptural directions. ^ ■ a * tuf t. 

33. (3) “ because there are directions addressed to 

one who already knows.”—33. 

COMMENTARY. 

. • •/ ’ | C '!*'' * " ! s1lc h mantras as ‘ agmidagntn inham rarhrih 
: trm,e ', the W 7 S ‘> f ^ mean ‘Oh Agntdhra priest, movelona £ 
Hm*! this mtnti-a is .addressed to the Agnidhra 

irrr a ; y k " mvsi “ s ^ t 

r d not olhcste ns privet- -as consisting in moving about ihe sacrificial 
tt-t-s, and spreading tl 10 koala; it would be superfluous to address ,o 
loo, any such directions as • move among the fires, Sc.'; but these words 
are laid down as to bo addressed to hnij j from which the only inference 
■s that tile words as addressed to him, in tile form of the mantra, arc 
not intended to convey any moaning.” 


u 


n \\ 


mm* Avidyainina, (of) things that do not exist. -^ir Vachan^i 
because of the mention. vac,iana h 
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34. (4) “ Because of the mention of such things as do 
not exist,”—34. 

COMMENTARY. 

’4) “ We meet with smell mantras as i chatvari wirujah trayosya 
vadal/ •/ the words of which mean f it has four horns and three feet’; now, 
as a matter of fact, We know that there is no animal, no substance in fact, 
which has four horns and three feet; and yet it is not possible for the 
Veda to speak of such absurdities. The only conclusion that is possible 
is that the words are not intended to convey any meaning at all,’' 

n i*, ii 

Achetana, insensate.— w# Artha, things.—Sumbar.idbat, 
because of being addressed. 

35. (5) “ Because of their being addressed to in¬ 
sen sate th ings.’’—35. 

COMMENTARY. 

(5; “We find many mantras laid down as to be recited- the 
words of which signify that they are addressed to insensate tilings; 
such mantras , for instance, as ‘ ogadhe trayasva, &e.' (‘0 herb, save 
me),’ ‘ shrihotu gravdralt. ’ (listen, 0 ye stones!’);—as the addiessing of 
such requests to insensate things as herbs and stones would be absurd, 
we are led to the conclusion that the words are not intended to convey 
any meani ng at all.” 

“w^stf^rrsT’ ii si ii 

Anha, (in) signification.— Vipratisedhat, because cf contra¬ 

dictions. 

36. (6) “ Because of contradictions in the significa- 

11011.”—36. 

COMMENTARY. 

(fit “ We find such mantras as 1 Aditirdyuvk, aditirantarlksani ,’—the 
words of which can only mean ‘ Aditi is heaven, Aditi is sky,’ a palpable 
absurdity ; the same Aditi cannot he both heaven and shy; this is the 
Contia diction- spoken of in the sutra; similarly, the mantra Eko rudro 
na chitiynJi, (‘ there is only one Rudra, no second),’ if it meant what it 
appears to mean, it would be a direct contradiction of the mantra 
1 asankhyrUa saJia.srai.ti ye Idudrali, the words of which mean * the number 
of Rudras is innumerable thousands.’ As the Veda could not make such 
contradictory statements, it follows that the words are not meant to be 
significant of any meaning.” 










<§L 


SvAdliyayavat, as there is of the verba) text. w ps u Rj Avachanflt, 
because of non-mention. 

37. (7) “ Because there is no mention (of the meaning), 
as there is of the verbal text —37. 

* COMMENTARY. 

\7) “As a matter of fact we find all great teachers of the Veda ex¬ 
horting their pupils to learn carefully the text of the mantras, which they 
present before them with a good deal of cave ; we do not find any Kalpa 
saying anything as regards the meaning conveyed by the words of the 
mantras; this is a clear indication of the fact that all teachers know 
that the words of the mantras are not intended to convey any meanings, 
i lien again, with regard to the getting up of the verbal text, we have 
such Vedic injunctions as ‘ svMhyayo dhyetavayali ’ and tlie like ; there 
is no such injunction with regard to the getting up of the meaning of the 
mantras ; which also shows that the Veda does not intend these to con vey 
any meaning.” 


“ )| \\ 


-38. 


«uS. (8) Because it is unintelligible. 

COMMENTARY. 

[8) In the case of many mantras we find that the meaning of some 
Holds is absolutely unintelligible :~E.g., ‘sriiyeva jmbhMlurpharV. 

i Ins also proves that the words of mantras are not meant to convey anv 
sense.” 

“ || ]| 

Amtya, transient things.Samyogat, because of the mention. 
Mantr&narthakyam, meaninglesspesjiNof the mantras. 

39. (9) “ Because of the mention of transient things,— 
the mantras cannot be regarded as conveying any meaning.” 

COMMENTARY. 

(9) “ In the case of such mantras as—‘ hints hrir.vanti kikatesu garni,i,’ 
d the words convey any meaning, they speak of certain particular cows of 
the Kikata country botli of which are transitory things; as it is not 
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possible for the eternal Veda to speak of such tilings, we must conclude 
that the worils are not meant to convey any meaning at; all,” 

Such is the statement of the Pi'trvapaksa 

srreqro n 2 ° u 

Avisisfah, uon-clifTerent. q , I'u, but. 3nF9r?: Vakyanhnb, the signi¬ 
fication of sentences. 

40. But there is no difference in the signification of 
sentences (of the Veda and those in ordinary parlance).—-40. 

COMMENTARY. 

In reply to the Putwapaksa put forward in the foregoing sutras, the 
Siddhdnta is that the mantras are always meant to convey a definite mean¬ 
ing ; because in ordinary parlance we find that whenever a number of words 
are used as a sentence, they ap always meant to convey a meaning ; and as 
the words of the mantras also constitute sentences, there is every reason to 
suppose that these sentences also are meant t.o convey definite meanings, 
dust as in ordinary parlance, so in the case of the mantras also, in every 
sentence there are four factors, viz., the words, the meaning of each of 
the words by itself, the sentence, and the meaning of the sentence ; now 
when the mantras are recited at a sacrifice, the words and the sentence 
composed by them serve the purpose of fixing the verbal form of the text 
recited ; the meanings of the component wouls collectively go to fix the 
meaning of the sentence ; and it is the meaning of the sentence alone that 
does not. serve any other purpose ; hence it is by means of this last factor 
that the mantra can benefit the sacrificial performance ; and this benefit, 
in most cases, consists in tire indicating of the deity of the sacrifice. 

^ SJTrU W U 

Gun&rthena, for purposes of qualification. Punah^rutih, 

repetition. 

41. The repetition is for purposes of qualification.—41. 

COMMENTARY. 

This sutra answers the argument put forward in sutra 31 above. The 
addition of the sentence chatiirWvirahhrimadatte is net for the indicating 
of the use of the mantras at the picking up of the abhri —which is already 
.indicated by the words of tire mantras themselves;—but for the pointing 
out of a further qualification of the mantras —this qualification being in ‘the 
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form of the number ‘ four/ which number is not mentioned in the montras. 
That is to say, though the words of each of the mantras are sufficient, to 
point out the fact that each of them is to he recited at the picking up of 
the ableri, there is nothing in them to point out the fact that the aheri is to 
be picked up with mantras ichose number is four ; and inasmuch as the 
supplementary sentence supplies this new information, it can be regarded 
as a pure injunction. 

!l ^ || 

dansahkhyA, (there is) exclusion. 

12. There is an exclusion.—42. 

COMMENTARY. 

Another mantra cited by the Pftrvapakija in connection with sutra 
,‘>I, is-- 4 imamagrihhwm rashandmritasya,' to which is added live supple¬ 
mentary sentence ‘ ityasv&bhidhanimadalte ’; and it is urged that if the 
mantra were intended to be significant, as the holding of the reins is 
already mentioned by the words of the mantra itself,—what would be the 
use ol mentioning it over again by means of the supplementary sentence 
The reply to this is that the supplementary sentence serves the purpose 
ol exclusion ; -that is to say, all that the words of the mantra signify is 
the holding of the reins ; and as this could be the holding of the reins 
of the horse as well as that of the reins of the ass, the supplementary 
dnection is a*hied that the mantra is to be recited m the holding of (he 
reins of the horse ; which excludes the holding of the reins of the ass ; 
thus tire supplementary sentence serves a distinctly useful purpose. 


sHhrwt qr ti u 


Aithavadab, (it may be) an arthavada. V a , or. 

Jo. Or it may be an artliavada.—43. 

COMMENTARY. 

This takes up the case of another mantra, that is cited in this 
connection by the opponent. Tire mantra —‘ Urupratha urn prathasva 
is found to be supplemented by the direction ‘ iti puroddsam pralliayati’ 
and it is argued that if the mantra was intended to be significant, as the 
becoming large of the cake is already mentioned by the words * iiru pra- 
thasva,' the adding of the supplementary direction would be superfluous. 
The answer to this is that the words of the mantra ‘ uvu prathasva,' do not 









MtNrsr^ 


p&rva-mImA msA-sutras. 1 adtiyA fa. 


really mention the enlarging of the cake ; m fact they cannot be taken 
in their direct signification ; as they are addressed to the cake an inani¬ 
mate thing, the addressing to whom can have no meaning at all ; these 
words, therefore, have to be taken as mere Arthavada serving the purpose 
of persuading the performer to do the enlarging of the cake laid down in 
the supplementary direction. That the words of the mantra are meant to 
he an Arthavada is further shown by the fact that towards the end of the 
mantra we have the words 1 uni te yajgmpalifc pramatdm 1 (may vour master 
of the sacrifice become magnified)’ ; if we put the two together, we get at 
the .idea addressed to the cake :—‘You may become large, and may thereby 
the master of the sacrifice become magnified 5 i.e. ; 4 if the cake is enlarged 
the master becomes magnified and this is a pure Arthavada serving the 
purpose of persuading the priest to enlarge the cake, as laid down in the 
supplementary direction. 

Aviruddham, not incompatible. TO. Param, the assumption. 

44. The assumption would nof be incompatible.'—44. 

** COMMENTARY, 

^ In su. Sli above, it has been argued that, inasmuch as it is only 
when the words of the mantra are in a particular order that the mantra 
is recognised as such, and not when the order is changed,—it follows that 
no significance is meant to be attached to the words ; because the change 
in the order of the words does not change the meaning. The reply 
to this is that all that this argument means is that, in the case of the 
use of stick mantras we have to assume that the desired transcendental 
result can follow only when the words of the mantra are pronounced in a 
particular order; and this assumption is perfectly compatible with the 
view that the words are meant to be significant; as even then there would 
be nothing incongruous in the assumption that a certain transcendental 
result follows when the words are uttered in a certain order. So this 
argument does not affect the case at all. 

il i 

Sampraise, in regard to the directions, Karma, action of signi¬ 

fication .—ns? G arha, reproach. —AnupAlambhah, no objection (can 
betaken), Sanisk&ratvat, because of its being an addition to his 

qualification 
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45. As regards the directions, no objection can be 
taken on the basis of reproach attaching to the signification ; 
because it serves the purpose of adding to his qualification. 
-45. 

COMMENTARY. 

In Sutra 33 above, it has been argued that, in the case of such man- 
ires as ‘ agnid agnin vihara, &c.’ which are addressed to learned priests,— 
if (bey are meant, to be significant, i.e., if the mantra really were intended 
to convey the meaning * 0 agnid priests, move among the fives,’- any 
sueli addressing would be entirely superfluous; as the priest already 
knows what lie has to do. The answer to this is that the objection is 
not well taken ; as even though (he priest may already know what he 
has to do, if lie is, at the time of actual performance, reminded of his 
duties,—this only adds to his qualification, enabling him to perform his 
duties more precisely than ho would have done if he had only a vague 
notion of what was required of him. 


|| H || 


Being significant, the mantra is regarded as an 


^rfirqR AbhidiiAne, on significance, being;significant, ifi fjflsp Arthavftdnli, 
(the mantra is) an arthavada. 

46. 

Arthavada.—46. 

COMMENTARY. 

This answers the argument urged in sutra 34. The mantra ‘‘hav¬ 
ing four horns, etc.’ must be. regarded as conveying a definite meaning : 
and the sense conveyed need not be absurd ; as the whole is a highly 
figurative eulogy bestowed upon (lie deity of the sacrifice, tbe sun ; the 
“four horns ” of the sun are the four quarters of the day,—the three feet 
iefer to the three seasons,—the ‘ two heads ” to the two half-yearly periods, 
and so forth. 

VTT'i n ^ II 

gurm GojiJAt, (Hi account of expression being taken in its secondary (figura¬ 
tive) sense. urmffR'-?! Avipratisedhab, non-contradiction. Syat, tlieie 

would be. 

47. Inasmuch as the expression is figurative, there 
is no contradiction.—47. 
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COMMENTARY. 

In sutra 36, it lias been argued that if the mantra 'Aditirdyauli con¬ 
veyed the meaning that ‘Aditi is heaven,’—it would be contradicting a fact; 
because as a matter of fact, Adi ti is not heaven. The answer to this is 
that the mantra is not a tended to be taken as literally true; all that is 
meant by it is the praise of Aditi ; and when one praises a certain deity, 
he can, figuratively speaking, speak of that deity, as anything and every¬ 
thing. Ho there is nothing in the sense conveyed by the mantrai that can 
be called as ‘contrary to fact- 


n ^ ii 

Vidy a-avaclia nam, the non-mention of the studying (of mean¬ 
ings). Asamyog&t, is due to the fact of non-connection. 

48. That the studying (of the meanings of mmitras) is 
not mentioned fin the Vedic texts laying down Vedic study) 
is due to the fact that it (the knowledge of the meanings of 
mantrap has no connection (with the actual performance of 
sacrifices).—48. 

COMMENTARY. 

~ In sutra 37 it has been argued that though we have texts that lay 
down the study of the verbal text of the mantras, there is none that 
enjoins the learning of their meanings, and that we donot find teachers 
of the Veda explaining the meanings of mantras. The answer to this is 
that the Veda (Joes not Jay down the studying of the hteanmg for the 
simple reason that the meaning of mantras lias no direct bearing upon the 
performance of sacrifices ; and the teachers donot take the trouble of 
explaining the meanings with care because the comprehension and retain¬ 
ing of the meaning is much easier than the retaining of the text. 


mi n n 


Satah, of that which exist. q^Param, moreover. AvijnSnam, 

ignorance. 

49. Moreover, there is ignorance (of the meaning) 
which is there all the same.—49. 

COMMENTARY. 

In surra 38, it is urged that there are certain mantras that are 
entirely unintelligible. The answer to this is that, that we donot grasp 










the meaning of a certain* rntintira does not prove that it has no meaning ; as 
a matter of fact, every mantra has a definite meaning ; and when we can¬ 
not find out what it is iri a certain case, that only shows that we are 
ignorant of it. In fact there is no mantra whose meaning cannot be found 
out by careful consideration and pondering. Examples of the interpreta¬ 
tion of apparently meaningless mantras are given in the t'antravartika 
(Translation, pp. 100**]01.) 

T^ri%^w"r: u v,o n 

SxJv Uktab, has been already explained. ^ Cha, and. 
Anityasamyogafi, the mention of transient things. 

50. And the mention of transient things (in Vedic 
mantras) 1ms already been explained — 50. 

COMMENTARY. 

In sutra 39 it is urged that there are certain mantras which, if 
regarded as significant, would be found to make mention of transient 
things, which would not be compatible with the eternal character of all 
Ve lio mantras. The answer to this is that the difficulty with regard to the 
mention in the Veda of apparently transient things, has already been ex¬ 
plained above, under sutra 1.1. 31. 

u n 

fsrjfHOT: Lihgopadesah, the mention of mantras by indicative names. ^ 
Cha, also (proves that the mantra is significant), Tadarthatvftt, be¬ 

cause such is the signification of those (names). 

51. The mention of mantras by indicative names also 
[proves that the •mantras are significant] because such is the 
signification of those names.—51. 

COMMENTARY. 

The above sutras have refuted the arguments of the opponent. With ’ 
this sutra begins the statement of arguments in t sujp,part.of. 

We find certain mantras designated by specific names. Such, fo, instance, 
as 4 Agiieyi,' 4 Aindri,' these names signify respectively ‘ that which has 
Agni for its deity/ and 4 that which lias Indra for its deity/ now the fact 
that the particular mantra has Agni or Indra for its deity cannot be as¬ 
certained except by taking account of what the words of the mantra 
signify, hence we conclude that inasmuch as such significant names 
have been given to mantras , they cannot but be regarded as intended to 
convey definite meanings. 
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Ohah, modification. 

52. (The acceptance of) modifications proves that 
mantras are meant to be significant.—52. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find the Veda referring to modifications in the wording of the 
mantras ; for instance, the sentence ‘ na maid vardhate ’ (‘the mother grows 
not ’) precludes the possibility of nouns in the singular number being 
changed into those in the dual or 'plural ; the sense of tins sentence being 
that when a certain mantra cbihtams the word 1 enarn' for instance, as 
referring to the sacrificial animal, this singular pronoun ‘ enam ’ should 
not be changed into ‘endin' when the number of aiiimals is more than 
one. This clearly shows that the words of the mantra . c.cj., ‘ niam in 
the present case is intended to be significant of ‘ this/ one animal. 

n M i\ 

Vidhisabdah, words in injunctive sentences. ^ Clia, also. 

53. Then again, we meet with certain words in 
injunctive sentences which show that mantras are intended 
to be significant.—53. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the Veda we find certain injunctions which make mention of the 
parts of certain mantras , not by means of the exact words of the mantra , 
but by means of other synonymous words. For instance, in one passage 
the mantra ‘ Satam himali y is referred to as * Sat am hemantav . ’ This 
clearly shows that the Veda itself intends mantras to be significant. 

The Prfrbliakara view is, in the main, same as the above Bb&tta view, 
“ The mantras must be regarded as intended to bo significant; because as 
part of the Veda, they must have a useful bearing on actions; this they can 
have only it they are regarded as indicating certain details (in the shape of 
the deity, for instance) connected with the action/' ( Bfihaii ), And so 
long as they are found to supply some such useful information, it is not 
right to rogard^tliem as being intended for mere recitation, which recitation 
brings forth certain transcendental results. There may be some mantras 
that are not found to convey any information useful in sacrificial per¬ 
formances ; such mantras may be taken as being intended for mere verbal 
recitation for purposes of transcendental results only. 

End of Pada ii of Adhyaya I. 
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Third Pada. 

THE AUTHORITY OF SMRITIS AND USAGE ON MATTERS 
RELATING TO DHARMA. 

Adhikarana I—The authority of Smriti»in general. 

sum a i. a, i-2. 

^TT^T” II % i \ I \ II 

Dharmasya, of d harm a. Sabdarnulatv&t, on account of the 

character of having the Veda for its basis A^abdam, that which is not 

Veda, Anapekaam, to be disregarded, w* Sy&t, would be. 

1. “ Dbamui having the Veda for its sole basis, that 

which is not Veda should be disregarded.”—I. 

COMMENTARY. 

The preceding two pmlas have established the authority of the In¬ 
junctions, Artimva'das and Mantras occurring in the Veda. What calls for 
consideration next is the character of such words and expressions as are the 
names of sacrifices. But before taking up this question, the sutra takes up 
the question of the authority of the Smriti.s; and the reason for this-lies in 
the well-known fact that the knowledge of Smritis is found to help in the 
comprehension of the true meaning of many Vedic injunctions ; and in 
many eases, the authority of the Veda is open to rejection in favour of 
what is laid down in the Smritis ; and thus it becomes necessary to as¬ 
certain how far the Smriti may be allowed to interfere in matters relating to 
dharma, for which the Veda has been found to be the sole .authority. But 
before considering these comparatively doubtful cases,—where the Smjiti 
goes directly against the Veda, the author deals with the more general 
question—Is the Smriti to be regarded as having any authority on matters 
relating to dharma ? 


To take a specific instance—the Sinpiti lays down the performing of 
the Astaka tfr&ddhas, with regard to which nothing is found in the Vedas. 
Now, the question arises,—is the performance of the Astaka to be regard¬ 
ed as dharma to the same extent as the Agnihotra which is enjoined in 
the Veda ? 


The Purvapaksa on this point is that, “ any action laid down in 
works other than the Veda cannot be regarded as dharma ; because dharma 
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been defined in Sfi 1.1.2 as that which is indicated by Vedie injunc¬ 
tion. ; consequently, in all inatters relating to dliarma, all that is not Veda, 
—mritis, (Jsage, &c.,—cannot be regarded as authoritative.” 


cfT H R II 

A pi vA, but. KartrisAmAnyAt, on account of the agent 

being the same. srmw* Pramanam, proof. Anum&i am, inference. 

fUrwr Syat, would be. 

2. But on account of the agent being the same, in¬ 
ference would be the proof (of Smriti having its basis in the 
Veda)—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Suldhdnta on this point is as follows 

ft is true that Veda is the sole authority for all matters relating to 
dharma ; but how do we know that the Smriti is not based on the Veda ? As 
a matter of fact, we find that the Smritis have been compiled by Maim and 
other well-known writers ; and we also find that the works of these writers 
in the realms of science and philosophy afford satisfactory explanations 
of their respective subjects. Under the circumstances, with regard to 
the works of these writers, we can only have the following assumptions— 
(1) thaHVIanu and others are totally mistaken in what they have asserted ; 
(3j that what they have asserted is based upon their personal observation 
and experience; (3) that they learnt it from other persons ; (4) that they 
have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to lead people astray ; 
or (5) that vShat they have asserted is based upon direct Vedie injunctions. 
We do not find sufficient reasons to justify the acceptance of the first four 
assumptions ; the only possible view, therefore, is the last one: whatever 
is laid down in the Smritis has its basis in direct injunctions contained 
in the Veda ; in the case of such Smriti assertions as are not found to be 
corroborated by known vedie texts, the presence of such texts is to 
be inferred,— from the fact of Manu and other Sinrili writers being 
trustworthy persons, taking their Stand upon the Veda: that is to say, 
when in ninety-nine cases out of a. hundred we find that what Manu lias 
laid down is in strict accordance with Vedie te*\ts as known to us this 
justifies the inference that in the hundredth case also, the assertion must 
have its basis in some Vedie text not known to us; specially when we 
know that many rescensional texts of the Vedas are lost to us ; and even 
those that are not quite lost are so scattered that it is not possible for us 
to lay our hands upon the exact text wanted. 
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The basic reason for this inference as declared in the sutra is con¬ 
tained in the word ‘ kartrisf.manyAt, 1 —* on account of the agent being the 
same this, according to the older commentators, means—'because the 
agents or persons who compiled the Suuitis are the same that performed 
actions laid down in the Veda ; that is to say, we know that during their li ves. 
Mann, Yajfiavalkya and other writers on Srnriti, acted fully in accordance 
with the injunctions laid down in the Veda; and for persons who were such 
strict followers of the Veda in conduct, it is not possible that they should 
have made assertions except in accordance with direct Vedic injunctions 
known to them ; therefore, we conclude that the Srnriti is authoritative.’ 

This interpretation is not accepted by Kuruarila; because, he asserts, 
as men of the world, Manu and other writers must have done many acts 
under the influence of a temporary impulse, which acts might he even 
contrary to Vedic injunctions. He, therefore, takes the phrase ‘ on account 
(H the agent being the same ’ to mean—‘because the persona .that com¬ 
piled the Smritis |f|e the same that learnt and studied the Veda;’ the 
reasoning being expanded in this form :—‘ What is laid dow n in the Sinriti, 
the performance of the Astaka for instance, lias been laid down, and 
recognised as dharma, by an unbroken line of teachers and students of the 
Veda ; and this leads to the presumption that what is thus laid down is 
surely based upon direct Vedic injunctions.’ 

Though the word in the sutra is ‘ Anumana, 7 which means Inference, 
—and as such Ivumarila’s interpretation might be suspected to be a devia¬ 
tion from the siltra—yet, he has been careful to point out that the word 
‘ anumana ’ in the sutra has not been used in its technical sense of infer- 
cnee, but in its literal sense of ‘ what comes after sense-pei ception and in 
this sense Presumption is as much ‘ Anumana' as Inference. 

Though the above is the conclusion in regard to Smjitis in general, 
Kurmlrila does not blindly accept the entire Srnriti literature to be equally 
authoritative ; lie draws a distinction ; he says : — 

* Among the Snip is themselves, such portions as are related to 
Dharma or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda ; while those 
that have mere pleasure, Ac., in view are based upon the ordinary ex¬ 
perience of the world. This ru^e also holds good respecting Itihasas 
and Pura^as’—Cr a ntmvatrika trans., p, 119.) 

Among the auxiliary sciences, of 6iksa, Kalpa, Vyakarana, Ac. 
portions treating of things connected with sacrificial performances arc 
based upon the Veda ; while those treating of things serving some ordi¬ 
nary worldly purpose have their basis in ordinary experience. 
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curecuy enjomeu. in any vuuiv i j v ' u v ' L ^ 
indicative of it; hence if the Smriti laying down that A^aka were rejected 
as not authoritative, a similar fate would befall the Vedic passage also. 

As in the case of the Veda, so in that of the Smriti also, what is 
directly authoritative in matters relating to dharma is only the injunctive 
sentence ; all the rest is only Arthavada, related to certain injunctions. 
There are some portions of the Smfitis which are not so related at all; 
for intance, the description of rivers and mountains ; these are to he re¬ 
garded as mere poetical descriptions calculated to give pleasure by 
recitation ; the descriptions of battles are calculated to infuse coinage 
and enthusiasm in the minds of the brave ; the descriptions of countries 
are meant to afford some idea as to what places are lit for sacrificial per¬ 
formances, and so forth. 

Adhiharanct 11—Greatest authority rests in direct V edic 
declarations. 

b0TRA 1. 3. 3-4. 

form w \ n 

Virodhe, there is contradiction. 3 Tu, when. ***** Anapeksain, 
to be disregarded. mV Syftt, should be. W* Asat,, when there ,snone. 
H Hi, because!' ttp^ Anu.nA.iam, inference or presumption (of coroborat.ve 

Vedic texts). , -i qi *j* 

3 Whenever there is contradiction between the burn. 

and the Veda, the Smriti should be disregarded ; because it is 

| ou i y w hen there is no contradiction that there is presumption 

[of Vedic texts in support of the Smriti]. 3. 

COMMENTARY. 

The authority of the Snifiti lias been established in a general way. 
, ; he au ^hoi' now proceeds to point oat exceptions. In the case of such 
Smriti-assertions as bear upon matters in regard to which we meet with 

no "declarations in the Veda, we are free to presume that there must he 

,. me Vedic texts, not known tons, that lend support to what is asserted m 
Lhe Veda. Bat there are instances in which the assertion of the Snipp *=» 
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found to bo contradictory to, or incompatible with, what is declared in a 
well-known Vedic text ; for example, we have a Smriti text laying down the 
covering of the whole sacri ficial post* with cloth, while, on the other hand, 
we have the Vedic text that the adhvaryu priest should sing a certain 
mantra while touching the post; as this touching would not be possible 
if the entire post were covered with cloth, the assertion of the Smriti is found 
to be incompatible with what is laid down in the Veda. And the question 
naturally arises—are such texts to be regarded as authoritative ? The 
reason for doubt lying in the consideration that, if such a text were regard¬ 
ed as authoritative, on the basis of the conclusion of the preceding adhika- 
raaa, that would imply the rejection of the Vedic text which it contradicts ; 
and this does not appear to be reasonable, in view of the unimpeachable 
authority of the Veda. 

The prima facie argument—tlie Ptirvapaksa—on this point implied 
by the sQtra, is as follows :—It has been established in the foregoing adhi- 
karana that there is ho possibility of the assertions in the Smritls originating 
from ignorance, ill usion or deception ; they are the assertions of persons 
known as fully trustworthy, and as such they must be accepted as authorita¬ 
tive. When once this position lias been taken up we can turn back upon it; 
if we rejected or doubted the authority of a single assertion of the Smriti, 
that would render the entire Smriti literature open to doubt and suspicion. 
It has been proved that the Smriti lias its basis in the Veda ; and as 
such its authority cannot be doubted. Even in those cases in which the 
Smriti text is found to bo contradictory to a Vedic text, we need not 
relax our position; because, as a matter of fact, we know that there 
are such contradictions, in many cases between two well known Vedic 
texts; e.g. y when one text speaks of the Homa being performed before 
sunrise, while another speaks of it as to be done after sun rise. And simi¬ 
larly, it having been proved that all Smriti declarations have their corro¬ 
borative texts in the Veda, we naturally presume that the Srnriti- 
declaration that is found to be contradictory to a declaration in die Veda, 
mist also have a corroborative text in the Veda; if we cannot lay our 
hands upon such a text, that is because we do not possess all the Vedic 
texts (as held in the foregoing adhikarayaV; hence this also conies to be 
only a case of contradiction between two Vedic texts. And thus in doubt 
ing the authority of the Smriti text, we should be doubting the authorita¬ 
tive character of the Vedic texts themselves. If the Mxniarnsaka is to 
remain firm upon his conclusion of the foregoing adhikarana he can- 
have no justification for doubting the authority of any Smjiti-declara- 
tions,” 
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In answer to the above, we have the Siddhanta laid down in the 
Sfltra. 

Wherever there is any contradiction bet ween the Smriti and the Veda, 
the authority of the Smriti is to be totally disregarded ; as it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we can presume a Vedio text in support 
of what is said in tho Smriti. Because the Smriti is not, like the \eda, 
self-sufficient in its authority ; in fact, it derives its authority from the 
Veda; and hence we can presume a Vedic text in corroboration of what is 
said in tho Smriti only when we do not find a Vedic text hearing on that 
subject ; so when such a Vedio text is found, and is found to be contra¬ 
dictory to what is asserted by the Smriti, there can be no justification for 
presuming a Vedic text in support of this latter ; and the presence of the 
Vedic text, to the contrary cuts off the very basis of the author; ty of the Smriti. 
Thus then, in matters relating to dharma, the Sinpti not being self- 
sufficient in its authority, the Smriti that contradicts the Veda cannot be 
taken as laying down an optional alternative ; as we assume in the case of two 
mutually contradictory Vedic texts. Because in the latter case, both the 
texts being equally self-sufficient in their authority, we have no reason for 
rejecting one in favour of the other ; in the case of a Smriti and a Veclic 
text, the latter is self-sufficient in its authority, while the former would derive 
its authority from a text, that, would be presumed ; so that we have a 
distinct reason for accepting the latter and rejecting the former. The 
conclusion, therefore, is that no authority attaches to such Smriti texts as 
are contradictory to direct assertions of the Veda. 



Hetu, (of) causes Darsanat, because of our finding, Cha, 


also. 


1. Also because we find causes.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 


Another reason is given for rejecting the authority of certain Smptis. 
in the case of many Smriti texts we find that the assertions therein contained 
are to bo attributed to such causes as greed, Ac., on the part of the priests; 
I for instance, the injunction that the entire post is to be covered lias its root 
I j n the priest’s desire for appropriating a larger piece of cloth. And in the 
* case of assertions having such sources, we need not take the trouble to 
find their corroboration in any Vedic texts; because when we find 
their basis in visible causes, we can’have no justification for presuming 
unseen texts, 
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Adhikarana lII. ~[No authority attaches to such Smritis 
as have their origin in worldly objects.] 

The preceding sutra 4 has, in the first place, been taken by the Bhasya, 
as supplying an additional reason for rejecting the authoriy of certain 
Srn/iti texts. It has also been taken as embodying a fresh adhikarana. 
There are some Smriti texts which, though not contradictory to any Vedic 
texts, are found to have their origin in die greed of the priest and such 
other well-known causes. For instance, the text declaring the taking away 
by the priest of the cloth worn by the sacrifice!* during the Vaisarjana 
Ifoma. This assertion, being found to be due to the greed of the priest, 
does not stand in need of die corroboration of Vedic texts, the presumption 
whereof is precluded. Consequently no authority can belong to such de¬ 
clarations as have their source in such ordinary causes as the greed of the 
priest, for instance. 

.4 note on Sutras 3 and 4, as embodying Adhihararas 2 and 3. 

Kum&rila does not accept the above interpretation of sutras 3 and 4, 
whereby certain Smyiti texts are shown to be absolutely devoid of 
authority. His point is that, in Adhikarana (1) it has been proved that 
all that is contained in the Smriti has its basis in the Veda ; and hence 
for every Cmriti text, there is a corresponding Vedic text. Such being 
the principle once laid down, even when we find a certain Smyiti text con- 
tradicting the Veda, we must regard this as a case of contradiction between 
two Vedic texts; because by the law laid down in the preceding adhi- 
karcina , there must he a Vedic text as the basis of this Smriti text; hence 1 
the contradiction in all such cases lies between two Vedic texts; and con¬ 
sequently we must take Sutra 3 as declaring that, wherever a Smriti text is 
found to lay down a course of action which is found to he contrary to what is 
laid down in a Vedic text, and thus there being a contradiction between the 
two, it is desirable that in practice, we should adopt the course laid down in 
the Vedic text; just as in the case of two optional alternatives laid down 
in the Veda, we may, for certain reasons, adopt one in preference to 
the other; and this does not mean that no authority belongs to the Smyiti ; 
because in the case of the optional alternative laid down in the Veda, if 
we give preference to one over the other, it does not mean that the text 
laying down the other alternative, is not authoritative. In practice, we 
can adopt only one ; and if we adopt one, and not the other, that does not, 
make the other text absolutely devoid of authority. 
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According to this view, the translation of Sutra 3 should run as foi- 
lows : — 

Whc)i there is a contradiction between the ideas expressed by the Vedic 
text, and. the Smriti , that which is independent of all else {i,e. r the Vedic 
text\ should be accepted as authoritative. 

That is to soy, in cases where the Smriti texts have expressed in 
other words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without quoting the exact 
words of these latter, they make their authority dependent upon the 
presumption of those Vedic texts whose meaning they are meant to 
express ; while the Vedic text, which declares what is contrary to what is 
declared in the Smjiti, is self-sufficient in its authority, and as such this 
latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt the course laid 
down in this, in preference to the other course laid down in the Smriti. 
But this does not mean that the Smjiti. has no authority. 

Kumarila suggests yet another interpretation of sutras 3 and 4. They 
, mean that, in matters relating to dluirma, no authority can attach to such 
I Smriti compilations as contradict the Veda—?.<?., which can have no basis 
l in the Veda—because they are found to have their source in such percepti¬ 
ble causes as avarice and the like ; and under this class of ‘ Smjiti ’ are to 
be included not the Vedic Snuitis of Maim and others which have been 
proved to have their basis in the Veda,—but only the so-called * Smjitis’ 
of Buddha, S&fikhya, Yoga, Pancharatra, Pasupata and the like,—all of 
•which have, within them, hidden under a thin coat of righteousness, 
instruction 1 - for the gaining of such visible ends as wealth, fame and 
respect, &c. 

By ‘Smiitis’ in this connection, Kumarila takes only those that are 
recognised as authoritative throughout India—such, for instance, as the 
Smriti of Harm, the Itilnisas and the Puranas. The case of such local 
Smiitis as those of Vath^tha, &c , are dealt with later on under Sutras 15 
and 10. 

According to Prabhakara, whose presentation of the udhikaranas is in 
accordance with the Bhasya, the Purvapak>a is that,—the Smriti and the 
Veda being both equally authoritative, whenever'the two are contradictory, 
we should reject the authority of both ; and in so far the universal authority 
of the Veda becomes weakened. The Siddlufnta is that the two are not 
equal in their authority ; the Veda is self-authoritative, while the Smriti is 
dependent for its authority on the Veda; lienee where there is contradiction 
| the Smjiti must be rejected as uimuthoritative. 












lit 1 ‘Ada, tv adh/Karana. sd, 1. 3. g. 


Adhikarana / i 


-Declaration of Substance is most 
authoritative. 
sOtra 1. s. 5 — 7 . 
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TOTSTSWr Bistakope, when there is no disturbance of what is laid down in 
the Veda. Aviruddham, there is no contradiction. diet, if 

this be the accepted opinion. ^ Na, this cannot be right. 
Bastraparima^atvar, because the limit is fixed by the scriptures, 

5-6. “ ‘When there is no disturbance in what is laid 

down in the Veda, there is no contradiction,’—if this be the 
accepted opinion,—(5)—this cannot be right, because tile 
limit is fixed by the scriptures.--5-6. 

COMMENTARY. 

The case of the Srnriti texts, dealing with actions' to be done for the 
purpose of accomplishing certain results desired by man, has been dealt with 
in the preceding adhikarana, where it has been shown that they are to he 
accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unaulhoritative, according as they 
are found to be corroborated or contradicted by Yedic. texts. The present 
"dhikamm deals with the Smj-iti texts bearing upon such small acts as are 
not performed for accomplishing any definite purpose, but only come to bo 
performed on certain occasions in the eourse of sacrificial performances .; for 
instance, the text, that, lays down that, in course of the performance, if the 
performer happens to sneeze, lie should rinse his mouth. In connection with 
this text all that has to be considered is whether or not they are contradictory 
to Yedic texts ; as when this question has been decided, the matter of their 
authoritative or unauthoritative character is easily determined by the for¬ 
going adhikaram. The Veda lays down the performance of a sacrifice, a 
performance consisting of a number of details carried into execution in a 
definite order of sequence ; if during such a performance, the performer 
happens to sneeze, lie should rinse his mouth—says the Smrili; if he were 
to do this, the sequence of the details of the sacrificial performance would 
be broken ; for instance, the libation to India being laid down as following 
the libation to Agni,—if the sneezing and rinsing due to sneezing were to 
be done after the libation to Agni, the libation to India could not follow 
immediately after the libation to Agni Now the question arises, whether 
or not, in this case, there is a contradiction between the Veda and the 
Srnriti ; and in this case ail that we have to consider is whether or not 
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„„„ acceptance of the Snn iti-injunction (of rinsing the mouth) would intot- 
fere with the proper accomplishment of the action laid down in the Veda; 
that is to say, if we find that the rinsing of the mouth, in course of the 
sacrificial performance, is either not allowed, or distinctly prohibited, by the 
Vedic test laying down the procedure of the sacrificial performance, then the 
conclusion must be tbat tlicre is a contradiction , if, on the otliei hand, 
we find that the introduction ol the act (of rinsing) into the performance 
does not interfere with the main performance, but in fact helps in its 
accomplishment, we come to the conclusion that there is no contradiction. 

'Fhe question being thus stated, the answer that natuially suggests 
itself is that the Smriti text that lays down an act in connection with, 

,uul in pursuance of, what is laid down in the Veda, cannot be regarded 
as contradictor} to the Veda; specially as the performance of that act 
does not interfere with the performance laid down in the Veda. All that 
the Vedic text does is to lay down the accomplishment of a certain course 
of action ; if the act laid down in the Smriti is not found to hamper 
that course,-—and is in fact found to help its accomplishment, there is 
nothing to prevent us from accepting this act as an additional auxi¬ 
liary to the* Vedic sacrifice ; for instance., if on sneezing, the performer 
went, on with, the offerings, and did not do anything to remove the im¬ 
purity caused by the sneezing, this impurity would taint the whole per¬ 
formance ; consequently, the act of rinsing, by removing that impurity, 
far from hampering the performance, is found to be helpful to it. 
Such texts, therefore, cannot be rega led as contradictory^ to the Veda. 
This is the opinion hypothetically put forward in Sutra. 1. o. 5. 

The Purvapaksin denies the validity of this opinion ; for reasons 
given in Sutra. 1.3. d:—“It cannot be denied that the limit or extent 
of the procedure of all performances laid down in the Veda is irrevo¬ 
cably fixed by the Vedic text bearing on those performances; under the 
omeumstance/if a fresh action, not already included therein, is intro¬ 
duced into the performance, the performance will surely exceed its 
original limit; and this would certainly involve a transgression of the 

Veda that lays down that limit. As regards all performances the Veda 

lays down a definite order in which the various details are to be executed ; 
this definite order will certainty be interrupted by the intrusion of an 
action not already included in the original action. For these reasons, it 
must be confessed that the Smriti texts’laying down sueli acts as those 

of rinsing and the like, ns to bo done in course of the performance of 
actions laid down in the Veda, are directly contradictory to the Veda; 
and as such, they must be rejected as absolutely without authority.’ 
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wfr *rr Api vd, but. ^rtarr«CS% KaranJgrahape, no motive being found. 

Prayuktani, (as) useful, tffftqw, Prattyeran, they should be recognised. 
%5 Tesu, in them, trefrfFg Adatianat, because of not being found. frowt 
. Virodhasya, of contradiction. 

7. But no motive being found, they should be re- | 
cognised as useful ; [specially because we do not find any ’ 
contradiction in them.]—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

The final conclusion is put forward in this sfitra. The last clause, 
translated within square brackets, occurs in the next sutra; but the 
Vartika suggests its being taken along with the present sfitra. 

In the case of Smriti texts, we are justified in rejecting the author¬ 
ity of only those that .are found to emanate from such ordinary motives 
as greed and the like, as in the case of the injunction of the covering of 
the entire post. In the case of the acts under consideration e.g., —the 
act of rinsing—we cannot attribute its injunction to any such motives 
as greed, anger, and the like ; and hence, according to the foregoing 
Adhikarana, we shall be justified in assuming that the Smriti texts laying 
down such acts have their basis in the Veda. Under the circumstances, 
the Smriti text cannot be rejected as absolutely devoid of authority. 
Then, in the case of the particular texts that may be found to be contrary 
to certain details laid down in the Veda;— eg., when the injunction of the 
rinising of the mouth upsets the order in which the Vedic sacrifice is 
to be performed,—we must give preference to the Smriti (it having been 
proved to have its basis in the Veda) as against the Vedic texts ; because in 
this case, the Smriti text enjoins an act, while what it contradicts is not 
the act enjoined by the Veda, but only an accessory detail connected with 
that act,— viz., the order of its performance. If the Smriti text laid 
down the rinsing as to be performed in place of the sacrifice, then 
it would contradict the Vedic text laying down an act; as in that case the 
authority of the latter would be supreme ; but as it is, it is only in regard 
to the minor detail—of order—that what is laid down by the Vedic text is 
affected, and not the act itself; and there can be no doubt that what lays 
down a minor detail should give way to that which lays down an act ; that 
is to say, the order of the details of the Vedic sacrifice has to give way to 
the act of rinsing laid down in the Smjiti, 
a 
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The authority of the particular Sniriti text in question Is thus ascer¬ 
tained on the ground of its laying down a substance, in the shape of an 
act, as against the minor qualification—of order—implied by the Vedic 
text; specially as this order is not directly enjoined by the Veda, being 
only indirectly implied by the mention of a particular procedure to be 
adopted. 

Thus then, the Srnriti text being authoritative, the actions laid down 
by them must be accepted as useful—serving a useful purpose in connec¬ 
tion with the Vedic sacrifice. 

Nor is there any contradiction involved in the performance of such 
acts,—as rinsing and the like. Because the time taken by the performance 
of a sacrifice, as also the limit of its extent, is only a secondary element ; 
and as such they are not irrevocably fixed ; it will depend upon circumstan¬ 
ces ; and must vary with each particular performance ; for instance, if the 
priest is active, the performance will last for—say 2 hours ; while if he 
is lazy, it may last for 4 or 5 hours. And such being the case, much 
stress cannot be i ntended to be laid on these secondary details by the Vedic 
text. Such being the case if one were to perform acts rendered necessary 
by certain unforeseen occurrences— e.g ., sneezing—in the course of the 
sacrificial performance, the performance of such acts cannot, even though 
causing ppme interruption in the continuity of the sacrifice, be regarded 
as interfering in, or in any way affecting adversely, the main performance 
of the Vedic sacrifice ; in fact, they come to form part and parcel of the 
main performance itself. Consequently, there is no ground for regarding 
the Srnriti text as contradictory to the Vedic text. 

NOTE ON Si). 5, 6 AND 7. 

The above is the presentation of the Adhikarana, according to the 
Blnisya. This is not in keeping with Kurriarila s view of the Smritis, 
which, according to him, can never be contradictory to the Veda ; as there 
is no instance in which what is laid down in the Smiitican be rightly 
taken as contrary to what is laid down in the Veda. He has, therefore, 
given a different interpretation of the three Sutras (5, 0 and 7; which, 
according to the Bhasya, embody this Adhikarana. According to 
Kmn&rila, sfitras 5 and 6 form one Adhikarana bearing upon the authori¬ 
ty of the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina, &c. ; and sfitra 7 con¬ 
stitutes a distinct Adhikarana treating of the authority attaching to the 
practices of good men* 
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Adhihararux IV(aK—Treating of the scriptures of the Bauddha , &c]. 

If the opponent holds the opinion that , “such declarations of \ 
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1 


11 


Buddha , c&c., as do not contradict the Veda , may be accepted as autho¬ 
ritative, without any fear of contradicting the Veda . ”—(S?i. 5) } 

W e deny this ; because the number and extent of authoritative 
scriptures is strictly limited— (Sft. 6.) 

The sense of sfitra 5, as representing the Purvapak^a, may be summed 
up as follows ; “ In the teachings of Buddha and such other heterodox 

teachers, we find many declarations that are perfectly compatible with 
the teachings of the Veda ; for instance, Buddha’s instructions as to the 
founding ol resting-places and public parks, meditation, truthfulness, 
charity and the like ; and in so far as these are concerned, we can accept 
these teachings to be authoritative scriptures.” 

The sense of the Siddhanta, as contained in sutra 6, is as follows :— 

As a matter of fact, the number of authoritati ve scriptures is strictly | 
limited to the fourteen or eighteen Vidyas or sciences, which alone are 
acknowledged as authoritative on matters relating to Dharma; these 
‘ Vidyas ’ include only the Vedas with their A/igas and Upofigas, the 
Dbarmasamhitas and Puranas, the &ksa and the Dandaniti ; and the 
works of Buddha and such other teachers is not included in these ; 
consequently, even though the teachings of these persons may contain 
things also contained in the Vedas, they cannot be accepted as having any 
binding authority with regard to Dharma ; tin? case of these works would, 
in this case, be parallel to a case where a certain ordinary teacher, in 
course of his teachings, might make quotations from and references to 
such authoritative works as the Veda, etc.; but the mere presence of these 
quotations does not impart to his lucubrations an authoritative character. 
The chief reason for this lies in the character of the teacher, who, in his 
practice, is found to be acting against the direct injunctions of the Veda; 
thus in the case of all heterodox teachers, as they are known to have led 
lives not in strict accordance with Vedic injunctions, their teachings 
cannot be regarded as authoritative. The conclusion, therefore, is that 
Dharma is Dharma— le. y brings about its due results—only when it is 
understood by the help of those scriptures that are recognised as having 
their basis in the Veda. The few Vedic truths that are found in the works 
of other teachers are so mixed up with admittedly wrong teachings that 
the entire work ceases to command our confidence. 










Among good men we find that many behave coutiaij to >(dio 
teachings,—being just like medical men leading unhealthy lives , and 
yet the fact of their being universally recognised and respected as good 
men leads us to think that all their actions must be in accordance with 
Yedic teachings. This gives rise to the doubt whether or not the 
practices of good men should be regarded as authoritative in mattcis 

relating to Pharma. - 

The Pih-vapaksa view is as follows :—“ As a matter of fact we know 
of many instances, beginning from Prajapati himself and down to our 
own times, of well-known good men behaving, on many occasions, con¬ 
trary (o all laws of morality ; and further, we regard those people as 
‘ good ’ whose conduct is good ; if then we were to regard that con¬ 
duct as ‘good’ which belongs to good men, we would fall into the 
meshes of a ‘ vicious circle ’ Lastly, these ‘ practices ’ are not included 
among the fourteen Vidyas which alone have been held to be authorita¬ 
tive.” 

The Siddhtlnta embodied in sutra 7 is as follows : When wo find 
that certain actions are performed by good men ; and we cannot attribute 
them to any such perceptible motives as those ol' greed and the like, we 
are led to accept them as Pharma; but this does not refer to those actions 
that are performed either for the maintenance of the body, or for mere 
pleasure, or for some material gain ; in fact, we are to accept as Pharma 
onlv those actions of good men which they do as Pharma; that is to 
say any and every act done by good men is not to be regarded as 
Pharma; when they do an act, thinking it to be Pharma, then alone is 
that act to bo regarded as Pharma; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that persons doing the act are fully conversant with the Veda and 
its teachings ; and hence what they regard as Dbarnuv must be that 
which is so enjoined in the Veda; consequently, the action of a good 
man, when performed as Pharma, always points to the possibility 
of its being based upon tho Veda. This meets all those cases of miscon¬ 
duct of good men that may be cited as instances to tire contrary ; for 
instance, when Yudhisthira told a lie, ho did not regard that lying as 
Pharma'; in fact, he knew it was not right, and yet did it under the force 1 
of desire to save his anny from death at Drona’s hands. Those actions 
that are found to be due to such motives as love or hatred, anger or 
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Jealousy, avarice and the like, cannot be regarded as Dharma; as the 
s(lira says, it is only that act which cannot be attributed to any such 
cause, and which (we add) is done by good men as Dhanna, that can be 
accepted as such. The Smj’itis also assert the authoritative character 
of the ‘practices of good men/ and 4 the usages of particular castes and 
countries; * and though these practices are not included among the four¬ 
teen Valyas, yet they derive their authority from the Smptis which 
declare that the practices are based upon tho Veda. 


There is yet another interpretation proposed by Kumftirila; whereby 
Slitres 6 and 7 are made into an Adhikarana establishing the authorita¬ 
tive character of the practices of good men, stitra 6 being taken as 
embodying the Purvapaksa view that—“These practices cannot be re¬ 
garded as authoritative in matters relating to Dharma,—because the 
authoritative scriptures are limited (Sfl. (5) to the Vedas and their subsi¬ 
diaries—the 4 fourteen Vidyas’—which do not include the practices of good 
men. The Siddh&nta in answer to this Pfhvapaksa is embodied in 
sutra 7, which is to be explained as in the preceding interpretation. 


A fourth interpretation is suggested by Kum5r.il a, whereby all the 
three sutras (5, 6 and 7) are taken as embodying the Siddhftnta in answer 
to the Ptirvapaksa supplied from without, bearing upon the authority of 
the practices of good men. The sense of the three sfitras in this case would 
be as follows:—That which is taught in the Veda and the Smptis,—if 
this is not contradicted by the practices of good men, such practices can 
be accepted as authority on Dharma ; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of Vedic teachings, then, as there would be a conflict of 
authorities, the practice cannot be accepted to have any authority at all. 


Adhikarana V.—A word should always he taken in the sense 

attributed to it in die scriptures. 

sCfTRAB 1. 3. 8-9. 

J esu, in them, SRtfata Adar&tnat, on account of non-perception, 
Virodhasya, of contradiction or incongruity, ^rtr Santa, equal. 
Vipratipattih, the various comprehensions. 

8 . “ Inasmuch as no contradiction, or incongruity, is 

found in any of them, the various significations would he 
equal (in authority.)—8. 
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When one arid the same word is found to lie used in different senses 
by learned men, there arises a doubt in the mind of the student as to 
winch of the significations is to be regarded as the most authoritative. 
I'or instance, the word ‘Yava ’ is used to denote the barley-corn as well as 
long-pepper; now when one comes across the word ‘ Yava ’ is one to under¬ 
stand the barley-corn or the long-pepper ? 

The Pfirvapak^a view is that the several significations would ho 
equally authoritative; inasmuch as all the significations belong equally to 
the word; and there is no incongruity attaching to the acceptance of any 
of them; consequently, all significations are to be regarded as equally 
authoritative ; it is enough to show that the word is used in that sense 


by some people. 




HWSm’TT Sastrasthd, (that which is) sanctioned by tiie scriptures or 
accepted by men learned in the scriptures (is more authoritative), qr 
Va, but. Tannimittatvat, because that is the sole source (of 

authority). 

9. But the signification sanctioned by the scriptures 
(or accepted by people learned in the scriptures) is to be re¬ 
garded as more authoritative; because the scriptures are 


the sole means of knowing Dlianna.—9. 


COMMENTARY. 


Of all the several significations, that which has the sanction and 
support of the Veda is to be regarded as the most authoritative ; 
because the Veda is the only means of obtaining the knowledge of dharma ; 
that is to say, in the case of the word ‘yava’ we find that the fact of its 
denoting the barley-corn is distinctly supported by the description of the 
corn contained in the Veda, which description is found to be applicable 
to tlio barley-corn, and not to long-popper. In the same manner, in the 
case of all words with sevoral meanings, that meaning is to be accept¬ 
ed as most direct and authoritative, which has the sanction of the Veda, 
and the support of all Vedic scholars. Specially as while all the various 
significations are equally sanctioned by ordinary usage, the one that we 
choose as the most authoritative has tire.. additional authority of Vedic 
sanction. 








The above is the presentation of the Adhikarana, according to the 
BhAsya and Prabhfikara. Kum&rila objects to this interpretation, on the 
following grounds:— 

(1) The examples cited by the Bhasya are purely artificial; because 
nowhere is the word‘yava’actually found to be used in the sense of 
long-pepper. (2) Even granting that ft is so, the authoritative character of 
the meaning supported by subsequent passages of the Veda would come to 
be ascertained in accordance with sfitra 1. 4. 29, where it will be shown 
that in all doubtful cases of the signification of words, a definite conclu¬ 
sion is arrived at by the help of subsequent passages ; in this same manner, 
we find that fact of the word ‘ yava ’ denoting barley-corn is ascertained 
by the help of the subsequent passage which describes the ‘yava’ 
plant as flourishing when all other plants are withered and leafless. 
Under s&tra 1. 4. 23, we shall show that there are many grounds —in the 
shape of similarity—upon which the indirect denotation of words is 
based ; in accordance with this law, the signification of long-pepper by the 
word ‘ yava, ’ or of blackberry by the word ‘ vetasa, ’ could be possible only 
when taken as indirect indication based upon similarity ;—that is, the 
long-pepper is indicated by the word ‘yava’ because of its similarity 
to the barley-corn; and such being the case, there could be no doubt 
as to the superior authority of direct denotation as against indirect 
indention. 

For these reasons, Kumarila takes the Adhikarana as referring to the 
comparative author! fcafciveness of (lie signification of words as known among 
Aryas and Mlechchhas. 


Adhihararja V(a). — Signification recognised by the Ary as is more 
authoritative than that accepted by the Mlechchhas . 

Whenever there happens to be a difference in the usage of the Arya 
and that of the Mlechchha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are 
equally authoritative, or one is more authoritative than the other. 

The Pfirvapaksa view is as follows '“In regard to all visible things, 
the significations accepted by the Anja and the Mlechchha are equally 
authoritative (Sfi. 1.3. 8.); it is only in the case of superphysical things that 
the Arya has superior authority. In the case of ordinary things, the 
expressiveness of all words must bo accepted to be eternal —from the mere 
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fact of their being expressive ; consequently so long as the word denotes 
a certain meaning it does not make any difference whether the significa¬ 
tion is known among the Aryas or the Mlechchhas. As an example we take 
the word 4 pilu ’ which, among the Aryas, denotes a particular tree, while 
among the Mlechchhas, the elephant; both of these significations must be 
regarded as equally eternal and authoritative.” 

In reply to this we have the Siddhanta in sutra 1. 3. 9, as already 
explained above. As a matter of fact, the usage of the words among 
the Mlechchhas, when differing from that among the Aryas, must be 
put under the same category as the corrupt forms of words. That is 
to say, the expressiveness of the word ‘ pilu * as denoting the elephant is of 
the same kind as that of the corrupt word * gavi ’ as denoting the cow ; 
and hence it cannot bo regarded as equally authoritative with the significa¬ 
tion of words used among the Aryas. Hence the conclusion is that, inas¬ 
much as it is the Arya that takes his stand upon the scriptures, his ideas 
alone can have any authority in the matter of signification of words, 
—specially of those pertaining to dharma ; because the knowledge of 
dhanna is entirely dependent upon the scriptures ;—and that among the 
Aryas also we should give preference to the usage of persons who are more 
conversant with the scriptures than others. 


Adhikarana V(b).—Treating of the comparative authority 
of Smfitis and Usage . 

By a third interpretation, Kumarila makes the two sfitras 8 and 9 
embody a different Adhikarana, wherein the Smriti. is proved to be 
possessed of greater authority than Usage. 

In cases where Usage is found to be contrary to Smriti, the Pfirvapak§a 
view is that both are to be regarded as equally authoritative ; the contest* 
between them for authority being equal (Su. 1. 3. 8) ; and the reason for 
this lies in the fact that both equally have their basis in the Veda ; in fact, 
if there is anything to choose between the two, it is the Usage that is 
possessed of greater authority than the Smriti; because its results, in 
the shape of actions, are directly preceptible.” 

The Siddhfmta iu reply to the above is that tho Smriti is possessed of 
greater authority ; because it is this that is based directly upon the Veda 

* The word ‘ Yipratipattih ’ of tho SOtra is taken in this case in its primary meaning 
of 4 contest,’ and not in tho indirect sense of Vividhft prafcipattih, as in the preceding inter¬ 
pretation. 
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TSu. 1. 3. 9). In the case of the Smnti, the corroborative Vedic text is 
inferred directly, from the fact of the Smj?ti being compiled by people 
learned in the Vedas ; whereas in the case of Usage, we have first of all to 
j infer a corresponding Sniriti on which the Usage is based ; and it would be 
j oh the strength of this presumed Smriti that the ultimate corroborative 
i Vedic text would be presumed ; thus in this case the support of the Veda 
is one step farther removed than in the ease of the Smfiti. Nor is there 
any Vedic text that sanctions all usages at one stroke ; and even those texts 
that are there can be got at only through the help of Smritis; because 
Vedic texts in support of Usage are scattered over several parts of the Veda, 
and cannot be found out except through the Smritis. 

Adhikararta F(c)— The sense that a word conveys in the Veda is more 
authoritative than that conveyed in ordinary parlance. 

Kumarila offers yet another interpretation of Sutras 8 and !). Some 
words are found in the Veda to convey a meaning entirely different from 
that conveyed in ordinary parlance ; for instance, the word ‘ advabala ’ 
in the Veda denotes seed, while in ordinary parlance it denotes horse’s 
hair. In all these cases the Purvapaksa view is that—“ inasmuch as both 
meanings are equally well comprehended, the two significations should be 
regarded as of equal authority (Su. 1. 3. 8) ; specially because in the matter 
of the signification of words, the Veda does not in any way differ from 
other sources of verbal knowledge ; its superior authority being restricted 
only to things pertaining to Dharina.” 

The Siddhauta is that, the signification of words which is based 
upon the scriptures is decidedly more authoritative, because the know¬ 
ledge of Dharma is gained by means of the scriptures alone v SGtra 1. 3. !J). 
A signification accepted and sanctioned by the Veda is irrevocably fixed 
and can never be set aside ; while that sanctioned by ordinary usage 
is variable, and liable to- change under various circumstances. Conse¬ 
quently, the Vedic signification must be accepted as possessed of superior 
authority. 

Adhikcirana VI.—Treating of the authority attach¬ 
ing to words used only by the Mleehchhas. 

80TRA 1. 8. 10. 

srfarcTPj srot%n m i ^ i t ° « 

Choditam, sanctioned. Tu, but. Pratiyeta, should be 

10 
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^wS&ognised. Avirodhat, because Ihere is no contradiction or incon¬ 

gruity. jjur^pr PramAnena, by ihe Veda. 

10. [The word used by the MJechchha] should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda ; because there is no 
incongruity [in this].—10. 


COMMENTARY. 

In the Veda we meet with some words that are not in use among 
the people of Aryftvarta; with regard to the meaning of those words 
there arise two questions : (1) Should we take these words in the 

sense in which they are used by the Mlechchhas among whom they 
are in use ? (2) Should we give preference to the meaning that may 
he got at by breaking up the words so as to make them appear as 
being derived from Sanskrit roots and affixes, as against the meaning 
assigned to them by the usage of the Mlechchhas ? As examples of 
such words of foreign origin may be mentioned— 1 ■pika ‘ nema ,’ 
1 tdmarasa,’ &c. 

The Pdrvapahya vieiv is that,— “inasmuch as the usage of Mlech¬ 
chhas cannot he a safe guide in comprehending matters relating to Dharma, 
we shall not be justified in accepting the meaning assigned to the words 
by Mlechchhas ; it is necessary in all these cases to find out the Sanskrit 
roots from which these words are derived, and to assign to them mean¬ 
ings accordingly; that is to say, we should find out the etymology of the word 
in accordance with Sanskrit grammar, and assign to the words meanings 
indicated by this etymology ; and as Sanskrit grammar forms part of 
the “scriptures,” the etymological meaning got at in accordance with 
strict grammatical rules should be regarded to be as authoritative as the 
ordinary meaning of any Sanskrit word. There is, therefore, no justifi¬ 
cation for accepting the usage of the Mlechchhas. Specially as there is 
a further danger in such acceptance of the subversion of the entire 
fabric of Vedic Dharma. li we once get into the habit of accepting as 
authoritative things apart from the Veda,- -such as the usage of the Mlech¬ 
chhas—this habit may have most undesirable extension. If we limit 
ourselves to the Veda ami to the usage of Vedic people, we are forced 
to hunt out the requisite authority Jor our course of conduct among such 
sources ; but if we once accept a nou-Vedic source of information as autho¬ 
ritative in those cases where information from Vedic sources is not, easily 
accessible, we shall be open to the temptation of accepting any non-Vedic 
information that may lie near at hand, and not make an effort to hunt out 
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formation. Hence the conclusion that the usage of 
Vedic people cannot be trusted in the ascertainment of the meaning of 
doubtful words.” 

The Siddlianta on this point is as follows :— 

If we find that the word used by the Mlechchhas is exactly the same 
as that found in the Veda, and the word is entirely foreign to the Arya 
vocabulary, we cannot but accept the sense which the word has in Mleeh- 
ehlm usage ; for instance, the word * pika ’ as found in the Veda being the 
same as that current among Mlechchhas, we must accept the same meaning 
of it that it has among the Mlechchhas,; specially when such signification 
does not give rise to any incongruity in the authority of the Veda 
with regard to Dhurma. According to this interpretation of the Sutra, 
the word praniartena =by the Veda. According to another interpreta¬ 
tion, the shtra pramdjjena avirodhat ’ means ‘ there being no contradiction 
of any authority i.e., there being nothing in the signification that 
contradicts, or goes against, the authority of the Veda with regard to 
Dharma. 

The Vartika cites a few very interesting examples of cases where, 
even in regard to matters of Vedic ritual, we have to accept the authority 
of people other than Brahmanas versed in the Veda. For instance, 
when we meet with an injunction with reference to the ‘ loma ’ of the 
sacrificial animal, if we do not know what part of the animal’s body is 
njeant, we refer to the butcher, and accept bis word as authoritative in this 
matter. Then again, in connection with the Ni^ndus. etc., the Veda lays 
down that the sacrificial gift should consist of ..a base coin ; what is really 
a base coin cainjpt be known to any one except low 'class people 
who deal in such coins ; hence as to whether or not a certain coin is base, 
this question has to be decided on the authority of the counterfeit coiner. 
Exactly in the same manner, when we meet with such words as ’pika,’ 
neina and the like, and find that we cannot ascertain their mean¬ 
ing either from the Veda or from the usageof the Arya, we have to accept 
the authority of the usage of the Mlechchhas, among whom the words are 
usedm a definite sense ; specially as this acceptance would not be in¬ 
compatible with our theory that the eternal significations of eternal 
words can be ascertained by means of the usage of men; because the 
Mlechchhas are as much men as any one else. 

The Veda and the usage of Aryas is certainly more authoritative 
than the usage of the Mlechchhas ; but, this can be so only in cases where 
both are available; in those cases however ithere the former are not 
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available, the latter is the only authority available ; and there can be no 
justification for rejecting it. 

It is only cases where the meaning of a word cannot absolutely be 
ascertained by usage, that, we can be justified in looking out for its mean¬ 
ing in its etymology. 


A did kara net \ TL—No i ndepe ndent an I ho ri ta ti veness 
in the Kalpasutras . 


\ i \ i n u 

5T traftttTOt ii a 

PrayogasiiStram, scripture of ritual. Iti diet, if it he 

urged. Na, it is not so. A«anniyamat f because there is no proper 

regularity, 

11. If it be urged that—“ they constitute the scrip¬ 
ture of ritual (and hence are as self-sufficient in their 
authority as t.he Veda) ”—II. 

It is not so ; because there is no proper regularity.—12. 


COMMENTARY. 

This adhikarnna has been taken by Kurnarila as having a four-fold 
bearing:—(a) according to the first interpretation, the question is as to 
| whether or ript the Kalpasfttras are self-sufficient in their authority, like 
| the Veda. The case of the Kalpasfitras stands upon a level different from 
| that of the Smritis ; because the Kalpasutras contain only the mention 
I in a systematic form, of what is actually found to be contained in 
the Vedas; whereas in the Smritis wo find may things not actually 
; present in the Veda, and whose mention in the Veda is only pre- 
| sumed. 

The Purvapaksa view is that, “constituting ns they do the ritualistic 
scripture, the Vodie character cannot be denied to the Kalpasfitras ; they 
may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, as regards their 
authority.” 

The Siddlnlnta is that, inasmuch as the Kalpasutras are, like the 
Smritis, known to be the work of human authors, they are not as free 
from various sources of error as the eternal Veda is; and as such their 
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'avftliority cannot be as self-sufficient as that of the Veda , not are thej. 
eternal, like the Veda ; specially because in regard to the Kalpasutras 
there is no regularity; that is to say, there are no irrevocable rules of V 
accent and pronunciation as there are in regard to the Veda; or because : 
there is no self-evident eternality and independence of human agency, as 
there is in the case of the Veda. 

13. Also because of the absence of descriptive pass¬ 
ages.—13. 

Another reason why the Kalpasutra cannot be regarded to be on the 
same level as the Veda, lies in the fact that in the Veda we meet with many 
such descriptive passages as are not, met with in ordinary pailance, 
—for instance, such apparently absurd declarations as ‘ PrajApati cut. 
out his own fat; ’ which shows that the Veda is not the product of the 
human mind ; in the Kalpasfttras there are no such passages; which also 

* proves that the two are not on the same footing. 

in « n 

Sarvatra, in the case of all. tramcr Prayogftr, because thsre are 
(contradictory) assertions, tftlrwmsrr'l Sannidhana&Utrat, by reason of close 
proximity, Cha, also. 

14. Also because in all (Kalpas&tras) there are asser¬ 
tions (contradictory to the Veda) [this contradiction being 
easily perceptible] by reason of the easy accessibility of the 
assertions.—14. 

COMMENTARY. 

Absolute authority lias been denied in the ease of human utterances 
because men are often found to be making assertions contrary to the Veda; 
as a matter of fact, this same circumstance is met with in the case of the 
TvalpasiUras also : they bristle with statements contradictory to the Veda-- 
this contradiction being all the more remarkable by tbe fact of the Vedic 

* texts contradicted being easily accessible. For instance, the Kalpasfitra 
declares that the * Paryagni ’ should be made of all the substances used 
at the sacrifice, while the Veda distinctly declares that it is to be made 
of the sacrificial cake only. 

in addition to the above presentation of the adhikarana Kumarila 
deduces the following two more adhikaranas from the sfUras 11 and 12. 
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Adhikarana VI 1(a).—The Smritis, and the Aiigas of the Veda, Siksd, 
<&c., Like the Kalpasfttra, have no independent authority , apart 

from the Veda . 

The Purvapaksa is that “ Vedic character and authority cannot bo 
denied to the Smritis, which are universally recognised as constituting 
the ‘ Dharina^astra ’ or 4 scripture of Dharma *; specially when it has 
been proved that they are not. devoid of authority on matters relating to 
dharma. The Smritis either are authoritative or are not authoritative; 
no middle course is possible; and as it has been proved in the opening 
adhikaranas of this p»da that they are authoritative, we cannot but accept 
them to be so, by themselves; because that which is not intrinsically 
authoritative, cannot be authoritative at all. Similarly, with the A/igas 
of the Veda, the Siksa and the rest: as they are recognised as the Afiga 
or limb of the Veda, we cannot deny the independent authority of these.” 

The Siddhanta is that, in the case of the Smritis, and of the A/igas, 
as we have a distinct knowledge of their being the work of human 
authors, they cannot be regarded as independent scriptures of dharma ; 
specially because there is no proper regularity m these (as explained 
above, under stltra 12), 


Adhiharaya Vll(h).—No authority belongs to the Non-Vedic scriptures . 

With regard to the non-Vedic scriptures of the Bauddha, Ac., 
the Purvapaksa is that, “ inasmuch as these are as much scriptures of 
action as the Veda, their authoritative character cannot be denied. The 
eternal and authoritative character of these scriptures can be proved 
by the same arguments that have been put forward in support of the 
eternality of the Veda.’ 

The vSiddhanta is that, inasmuch as these other scriptures are 
acknowledged to have been the work of human authors, they cannot be 
accepted to be possessed of infallible authority. That they are not 
eternal is proved by their having been compiled by human authors; 
and also by the absence in those so-called * scriptures ’ of all regularity; 
that is to say, they are found to be full of incorrect words and phrases ; 
being composed principally in the Vernacular ; which makes their eternal- 
j ity—and consequent infallible authority, impossible. Consequently in 
\ matters relating to dharma, it is the eternal Veda alone, which is indepen¬ 
dent of human agency, that can be accepted as possessed of infallible 
| authority ; and no other scriptures can be accepted to be so. 
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Adhikarana VIII. —The Hol&kadhikarana : Authorita¬ 
tive character of popular customs. 

SflTRA 1. 3. 16-23. 





Anumanavyavastbanflt, inabmuch as inference or presumption 
is limited in its scope, Tatsamyuktam, qualified by that, SWTO?. 

PiainSnam, authority. 

15. “ Inasmuch as all presumption is limited in its 

scope, the authority (of customs, based upon the presumption 
of Vedic texts) must be qualified by that limitation.”—15. 


COMMENTARY. 


The usages have been held to be authoritative on matters relating to 
pharma. Now with regard to popular customs—such, for instance, as the 
celebrating of the Holi in a certain fashion—the question is : is the autho¬ 
rity of these restricted to limited areas ? or have they universal force? 

The Pftrvapahui view is that—“The authority of customs and 
usages,—as of ail sources of knowledge hearing on Dharma,—rests ulti¬ 
mately upon the presumption of their having their orgin in the Veda ; and, 
as a matter of fact, we find that every one of these customs have only local 
currency ; consequently the Vedic texts presumed in support of these can¬ 
not but be in a form tnat would be limited in its scope, having only local, 
and not universal force.” 

“ Customs should be held to have limited authority, from the ana- 
| logy of such usages and duties as are restricted within the limits of 
l certain castes or families ; that is to say, the Vedic texts in suport of 
customs may be presumed to be in the same limited form in which we 
find such texts as ‘the IMjasfiya sacrifice is to be performed by a Ksatlriya 
king the text in support of the customs of observing the Holaka will 
thus be in the form—the Holaka should be observed by the people of 
the east.” 




Api va, but. Sai vadharmafc, duty incumbent on all men. 

Syat, should be. Tannyayatvat, because of that character. 

Vidhanasya, belonging to injunctions. 


16. But the duty must be incumbent upon all men; 
as suck is the character of all injunctions—16. 










Tli© Siddb&hta on this point is that the customs in question cannot 
be regarded as limited in their authority ; because if the custom lias any 
authority, it lays down a duty ; and, as a matter of fact, we find that all 
duties laid down by any recognised authority athaccepted as incumbent on 
all men. For instance, when the Vedic injunction lays down the Agnihotra 
as to be performed, the performance of this Agnihotra is recognised as in¬ 
cumbent on all men. Such is the case with all Vedic injunctions ; and as 
the customs also owe their authority ultimately to Vedic injunctions, they 
also must be recognised to be as universally binding as the direct Vedic 
injunction. That is to say, the customs,—the observance of the Holi, for 
instance,—cannot bo regarded as binding upon any particular class or 
individual, specially as it is not easy to find any such restrictive words as 
would be presumed to be contained by the Vedic injunctions, whereby the 
authority of the custom would become restricted. 

**tTc*JI U 

DarganSt, due to direct perception, Viniyogah, restric¬ 
tion. Syftt, could be. 

17. Restriction could only be clue to [justified by] 
direct perception.—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

The I’ltrvapalcsa has argued that the texts in support of local customs 
may be presumed to bo in the same limited form as those laying down the 
duties of particular castes and sects. But this is not possible; because 
in the case of the direct Vedic injunctions of duties for limited castes and 
sects, we have to accept the limitation of the application because the res¬ 
triction is directly perceptible in the Vedic text itself; similarly, in the case 
of usages with limited authority, we actually perceive that they are met 
within well-defined limits; and so we are justified in holding that the 
corroborative texts presumed for these usages are in the restricted form ; in 
the ease, of the customs of observing the Hdl&ka and the like, this method 
is not possible; because, as a matter of fact, they are not found to be 
restricted within well-defined limits; the observance is diffused over 
vast portions of the land, and we cannot lay our hands upon any 
demarcating line where the observance ends, beyond which it is not kept 
at all ; and when the restriction, if possible, could only be in a vague form 
no such vagueness could be possible in the case of Vedic texts. 
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Mftmrrr* Ling&bhavat, because there can be no indicative of limita¬ 
tion. ^ Uia, also. iNiyasya, of the eternal authority of injunctions. 

1.8. ' : 'Aiso because there-can be no indicative of limita¬ 
tion in the eternal authority of injunctions [or of particular 
agents.} — 18. 

COMMENTARY. 

it might be urged that — even though limitation of country or pro- 
vmce may not be possible, it may be possible with regard to the agents — 
persons to observe the custom. Even this is not possible ; because the 
restriction of the agent is as impossible as that of the country ; or because 
it is not possible fertile Vedio injunction, which is eternal, to contain words 
indicative of limitation of its authority ; consequently, the texts presumed 
in support of customs, cannot but be in a form that would make them 
binding on all men. 

r% ii h n 

'gmUT Akhya, name. f| Mi, because, gswururar Desasairiyogat, due to 
connection with place. 

I d. Specially because the name is due to connection 
with place. — 19. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent might urge that the perennial Ve die texts may contain 
such restrictive words as the * Easterner ’ and the I ike, -the text in support 
of the HoUka being in the form ‘the Holfika should be observed by the 
Easterners.’ 

iiie answer to this is that there are no men with, whom such a name 
the Easterner is inseparably and eternally connected ; the name is due 
to the mere chance connection of a man with a definite place -the eastern 
country; hence while a man is resident in that country lie will be included 
in the term‘easterner;’ but when be would go to another country he 
would cease to he so included ; hence if the Vedic texts were to contain 
such a restriction, the number of persons upon whom it would be bind¬ 
ing would be constantly variable, and this would make the text vague and 
indefinite, a character foreign to the intrinsic authority of Vedic texts. 

♦ According to tiie Bfc&fya, the sdtra should bo translated thus-* also because there 
is nothing indicative of restriction to particular agents/ 
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TVs regards the particular custom of the Hoi a k a, we know as a matter of 
fact that its observance is not restricted within any such provincial limits 
—as the east or the west; it being observed by men of several provinces, 
situated in diverse parts of the country. 


“sr ffcT %cljl II 

^ibn^T % n \\ n 


H Na, not. SyAt, would be. DesAntaresu, in other countries. 

Iti Chet, if this is urged. *urar Sy&t, it. would be. Yogilkhya, 

literally significant. Mathura vat, like the name* 1 Mathura.” 

20. As it [the custom] would not be prevalent in 
other countries [the names of people cannot be taken as 
based upon their connection with places of habitation, 
etc*] —if this is urged—20. 

21. [Our reply is] The names would certainly be 
literally significant like the name Mathura.”—21. 


COMMENTARY, 


In sfitra 19, it has been urged that the texts presumed in support of 
local customs could not contain the words limiting the customs to any par¬ 
ticular people ; because any such mention by name of any x>eople would be 
very vague and indefinite. The opponent retorts :— M Very well; we 
admit that names would be vague and indefinite; that is just the reason 
why all such names as the ‘ Easterner ’ and the like should be taken 
as referring to connection with —residence in—a place ; these names must 
be regarded as not referring to any circumstance at all, being purely proper 
names, which do not depend for their application upon anything signified 
by the etymological constituents ; the text would limit the custom to the 
‘ Easterners,’“Whoever these people may be, and whatever the name 
might mean ; it is enough for our purposes to have the text restricting 
the custom to only a particular set of people.” 

The answer to this is that the literal signification of such names 
cannot be gainsaid. For instance, we cannot deny that the word 
* Mathura ’ is applied to certain people simply because they reside in 
Mathura ; similarly, the name ‘ Easterner’ cannot be applied to any man 
except (1) if he be an inhabitant of the eastern provinces, (2) or if 
he be one born in that province, (3) or if he bo coming from that province 
at that time ; in any case the application of the name cannot but be due 
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_ roe sort of connection with the place. And we have shown above 
(under Sfi. It)) that the prevalence of the customs in question is not always 
>n accordance with their names; since we find many persons residing in 
the eastern provinces not observing the HoMka ; while, on the other 
hand, certain residents of other provinces—on the north, on the west,— 
whose forefathers had migrated from the eastern provinces—-keeping up 
the custom. Hence we conclude that, inasmuch as the presence of such 
names in the Vedic texts would make them vague and indefinite, the pre¬ 
sumed text could not contain any such words as would restrict the autho¬ 
rity of those texts. 



“cR&m? ft 11 ^ 11 


m Va, or. 


gfpfajf: Kannadharmah, the property of the action. 

Pravanavat, like the sloping. 

22. “ [The specifying namesj may qualify the action, 

like the sloping ”-—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

Having found it impossible to presume Vedic texts with such quali¬ 
fying words as would specify the agents, the opponent puts forward the 
theory that the names occurring in the text may be taken as qualifying 
nlnd thereby limiting, not the agent,—the people performing the action,— 
but the action itself; that is to say, the epithet ‘ Eastern ’ will refer to the 
custom, and not to the people observing that custom ; the text being that 
the custom can bring about its transcendental result only when observed 
m the eastern province; in this way when the custom is called an ‘ eastern 
custom ’ by the text, it cannot be binding upon people who do not live 
in the eastern province; because the custom cannot be ‘ eastern ’ and 
‘ western ’ at the same time. The opponent adds that such specifica¬ 
tion of action is not very rare in the Veda ; for instance, certain sacrifices 
to the Vidvedevas are qualified as ‘ prachinapravana ’—the sense being 
that the sacrifices can bring about their transcendental results only 
when performed on grounds sloping towards the east. 


3*^ 11 ^ 11 


3m Tulyam, similar. 3 Tu, but. eR^ifor Kartridharmena, the qualifica¬ 
tion or speicfication of the agent. 

23. But that would be similar to the specification of 
the agent.—23. 
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COMMENTARY. 

The reply to the foregoing sutra is that this specification of the action 
also would be as vague and indefinite as that of the agent (as shown 

under sutra, 18,,; in this ease also, as there is no well-defined hunt as to 

what is the ‘ eastern ’ and what the 1 western country, any specification 
by means of these terms—whether of the action or of the agent—would 
always be vague and indefinite. For instance, what is ‘ western ’ for the 
Barmans will be ‘ eastern ’ for the Afgans ; and so forth ; hence no such 
vague specification can find place in any Vedic texts. 

For these reasons we conclude that the Vedic texts presumed in 
support of such local costoms as the Hol&ka and the like, cannot be 
qualified by any specification of places, &C;, and as such all these must be 
taken as having universal authority. 


Sutras 15 and 10 have been taken by Kitmfrila as also embodying an 
adbikarana dealing with the authority of such partially accepted Dharraa- 
Sastras as the sfitras of Gautama, Sfi/ikha, Likhita and the rest. There 
arises a doubt as to the exact nature of the authority of these works; 
because, in actual practice, the Dharmasfitras of Gautama and the Grihya- 
sfitras of Gobhila are accepted as authoritative only by the SAmavedis ; 

_t], e Dhairoasfitra of Vatfistha only by the Iligvedis; the Smritisof S&fikha 

and Likhita by the VAyasaneyi-Suklaynjurvodis, and so forth. The Pfirva- 
palo-a. is that these works cannot be put on the same category as the univer¬ 
sally' recognised Snmtis— that ofManu, for instance. They are acknow¬ 
ledged by only limited people ; hence they cannot have that same universal 
authority that belongs to the Veda or the Mam.sm. iti."-(Su. 1. 3. 15.) 

The Siddhanta is that, on account of the universal character of the 
injunctions contained in the Smritis in question, these must bo accepted as 
applying to all persons capable of performing (lie act laid down by them. 
Tint is to say, as the Smpti texts themselves do not contain any words that 
would limit their application, the Vedic texts that we might presume rn 
support of them could not contain any such words ; hence there can be no¬ 
thing to justify our restricting the authority of the Smnti texts in question. 

Adhikarana IX—Vyalmranddhikarana. 


rN ecessity of Using the Correct Forms of Words.] 

SUTRAS 1. S. 24-80. 

* sqcnEsrr 

Prayogotpattya&stratvat, because .here is no scrip¬ 
tural injunction as to their use. f^abdesu, in regard to the use of words. 

,, Na no Vyavasthi, restriction. SyM, there could be. 
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24. “ As there is no. injunction as to their use, 

there could bo no restrictions with regard to the words 
used.’’»-24. 

COMMENTARY. 

The siitras dealing with Grammar have also been classed under 
‘ Smritis ; * and the next six Sutras proceed to consider the authoritative 
character of those grammatical Smritis. These would be authoritative and 
useful, only if the comprehension of the meanings of words and sentences 
were restricted to Sanskrit words alone ; as it is those alone that are dealt 
with by the Smritis in question. Hence the discussion begins with a consi¬ 
deration of tliis question. 

For the denoting of one and the same thing, we find people making 
use of pure Sanskrit words, as well as their vernacular corruptions ; for 
instance, the cow is spoken as ‘ gauh ’ as well as ‘ gaya.' Now the ques¬ 
tion arises—Is it the Sanskrit word alone that directly denotes the cow 
—the vernacular form indicating it only indirectly, through its similarity 
to the Sanskrit word? Or, are all words, Sanskrit as well as vernacular, 
equally directly'dcnotative of the cow? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows :— 

4 As a matter Of fact we find that in ordinary parlance, the word 
‘ gaya * is as capable of denoting the cow as the word ‘ gauh ’ ; and this 
fact can be taken to prove the eternal character of the word ‘ gaya ’ and 
its denotative power; that is to say, we can reason thus - Because the word 
‘ gaya ’ denotes the cow to-day, it must have denoted it hundred years ago 
and so on and on, the relation between the word 4 gaya’ and the cow must 
be accepted to be as eternal as that between the cow and the word 'gauh.’ 
Hence the conclusion is that we may use any words we like, so long as 
all of them arc expressive of what we intend to speak of. If we had any 
Vedic injunction to the effect that * one should use only such words as are 
correct according to the rules of grammar, ’ we would not be justified in 
making use of any other words ; but as a matter of fact, there is no 
such Vedic injunction ; consequently there can be no ground for the 
restricting our usage to only such words as are correct by the rules 
of grammar; nor is there any Vedic authority for any such distinction 
as that it is only the Sanskrit word that is correct, and all others in¬ 
correct. In fact, it is impossible for any Vedic injunction to lay down any 
such restriction upon usage; because the sense of the Vedic injunction is 
expressed by its component words ; then if the same injunction laid down 
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restrictions as to the use of words, there would be an interdependence 
between the words and the injunction,--the use of the words depending 
upon the injunction, which, in its case depends upon the words for 
the expression, of its meaning ; consequently the comprehension of all 
Vedic injunctions depending upon the ordinarily accepted significa¬ 
tion of words, no words in ordinary usage could ever be differentiated by 
them as correct or incorrect. Further, a word can be regarded as incorrect 
only when it is not expressive,—as then alone would it fail in its purpose, 
which is the sole criterion of incorrectness; and hence so long as a word 
is found to be duly expressive of its meaning, there can be no reason foi 
its being regarded as incorrect. 

“ It is true that we have the grammatical Srnritis indicating certain 
words as correct, and discarding others as incorrect ; arid as Srnritis they 
would lead us to presume similar Vedic texts also ; but such a Vedic in¬ 
junction could 1)0 possible only if such use of correct words led to tran¬ 
scendental results other than the perceptible result of expressing the mean¬ 
ing (which is found in the ease of all words, Sanskrit as well as vernacu¬ 
lar); but, we have no grounds for believing in any such transcendental 
result, so long as all that is necessary is accomplished by facts of ordinary 
experience ; that is to say, we are justified in assuming a transcendental 
element only when there is some incongruity without such assumption ; 
while in the case in question we do not find any incongruity in the meaning 
being expressed by the vernacular word. 

u Thus then, the grammatical Srnritis relating to the use of words 
cannot have any basis in Vedic injunctions ; and as such they cannot 
serve the purpose of laying clown rules regarding ihe accomplishment of 
Dharma. The case of the grammatical Srnritis stands upon an entirely 
different footing from the other Srnritis that have been proved to be autho¬ 
ritative ; because these latter are found to deal with subjects cognate to those 
dealt with in the Veda, while the grammatical Srnritis deal with the 
use of certain words and phrases, which is a matter upon which, from 
the very nature of the thing, the Veda cannot have anything to say. 
There being thus no Vedic corroboration possible in the case of the gram¬ 
matical Srnritis these cannot be regarded as having any authority on matters 
relating to Dharma. Nor is there any use in studying the grammatical 
Srnritis. 

u The conclusion therefore is that all words—whether Sanskrit or 
vernacular—are equally correct, so long as they denote their meaning ; 
and that, on that account, the science of grammar is absolutely valueless. * 
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[Var lees. steal 

^ ^abde, in the word. sreaptsyw: Prayatnanispattel.i, because it is 
accomplished by effort. Aparfidhasya, of discrepancy, *rrfnet« BhAgi- 

tvam, possibility. 

25. Because its utterance is due to (human) effort, 
there is a possibility of discrepancies in the word.—25. . 

COMMENTARY. 

Before putting forward the Siddhihita, the Sutra tries to weaken the 
position of the Purvapak.sa. The corrupt vernacular words have been 
declared, in the l’urvapakfja, to he eternal, on the sole ground of their 
being used in ordinary parlance from time immemorial, and being expres¬ 
sive of definite meanings. But, as a matter of fact, such long-established 
usage could be accepted only if we were sure that the word that the man bad 
pronounced before me was exactly what he had heard from others, hut 
in the case of all such words, as the utterance of the word is due to the 
effort of ordinary man, there is always a likelihood of his making mistakes, 
as no human effort is infallible ; it may be that the form of the word as 
pronounced by the man before me is different from that of the same word 
as learnt from his father ; hence in the case of all vernacular words, there 
can ho no certainty with regard to its eternal usage in that particulat 
form. Thus the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot warrant 
any conclusion as to the eternality of the word. 

Some people read the second word of the sutra as aprayatna- 
nispatteh’ ; and the sense in that case would be—‘ because the utterance 
of words is often brought about without proper effort on the part of the 
speaker, there is always a possibility of his making mistakes in the pro¬ 
nunciation.’ 

\\ H U 

Anyayali, not reasonable. ^ Cha, and. Anekasab- 

datvam, to have more than one word. 

26. And it is not reasonable to have more than one 
(synonymous) word.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

The sole reason for assuming the significant potency of a word con¬ 
sists in the necessity that, there is of speaking of a thing by some name. 
That is to say, we accept the fact of the word gauh ’ being expressive 
of the cow, simply because in the absence of some such word we could not 







wiN/sr^/X 



Pd R VA-MImA MSAsd'FRA S. t A DRY AY A. 


<§L 


speak of the cow. Therefore, as this fact of the cow being spoken of would 
be accomplished by a single word, there would be no reason for assuming 
more than one word as expressive of the same thing; thus for expressing any 
one thing, it is not reasonable to assume more than one word. In the case 
ul Sanskrit words, however, when we find more than one word' to be actually 
used in the Veda as expressive of the same thing, we are forced to accept all 
these words as expressive of it ; as otherwise the infallible Veda would 
become open to the charge of meaninglessness. There is no such reason in 
tie case of the vernacular words; in fact, when the thing—the cow for 
instance,—lias already got its expressive word ‘gauh,’ which is found in 
the Veda, wo have no further ground for accepting any vernacular word 
as expressing the same thing. The conclusion, therefore, is that even when 
one and the same thing is found to be expressed by more than one word, 
it is only one of these words that can be accepted as having an eternal 

denotative relation to that tiling; the using of all the other, words must 
be Men as being due to some incapacity in the speaker to get at the 
i rue word ; and the fact of these other words being expressive of that thing 
must be attributed to some sort of similarity that they bear to the true 

word, 
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1 alia, on this point, Tattvam, that (denotative potency), 

wrrcprrer Abhiyogavi&sat, due to the peculiarity of close application. 
Sy&c, could be (ascertained). 


27. On this point, that a word is really denotative 
could be ascertained by the application of certain general 
principles.—27. 

COMMENTARY. 


When wo have a number of words denoting tbe same thing, what 
would ho the criterion as to which of these is endowed with real denota 
live potency, and which expresses the thing only indirectly? That is to 
say, what is there to show that it is the Sanskrit word that is really deno¬ 
tative of the thing, and the vernacular words are, at best, only indicative 
of its indirectly ? 

The only practical criterion available lies in certain general princi¬ 
ples, whereby—by the close application of which—we could find out which 
of the words fulfil the conditions indicated by those principles; this will 
lead us io accept only these words as really denotative, and to reject 
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those that do not fulfil those conditions. All such principles we find 
collected for us iu the Smritis of grammar ; wherein we have all that is 
necessary for ascertaining which form of a word is the correct one— i.e., 
wliich is that form which is naturally and eternally denotative of the 
thing. And as it is only the Sanscrit form of the word that will satisfy 
the grammatical requirements, the inevitable conclusion is that it is the 
Sanskrit word, and not its vernacular counterparts, that is endowed with 
real denotative potency. 

Herein lies the usefulness and authoritativeness of the grammatical 
Smritis j as without the help of those we could never discriminate between 
the correct word and its corruptions. 

M \\ 

rTTitrf^;: Tadasiaktih, an incapability. ^ Cha, then again. 
TadanurOpatvat, because of its similarity to it. 

28. Then again [every case of the uttering of vernacu¬ 
lar words is due to] an incapability [to pronounce the correct 
word]; [and the meaning is expressed by the vernacular 
word] because of its resemblance to the correct word._ 28. 

COMMENTARY. 

In all cases where vernacular words are used to express a certain 
meaning, the use of those instead of the correct Sanskrit word, must be 
attributed to the fact that the man is unable to pronounce the latter, and 
therefore pronounces it in another form; and lienee the vernacular usage 
must be regarded as by its very nature based upon the incapacity of the 
speaker; and as such it cannot be accepted to be as authoritative and 
trustworthy as the usage of Sanskrit words. 

Even though it is so yet the word, in the corrupt form, is found to 
express the intended meaning; and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that it resembles the correct word in sound; that is to say, the word 
‘ gaya ’ denotes the cow, because it resembles the word ‘gauh;’ and 
hence when it is uttered, it recalls, by similarity, the word ‘gauh,’ 
which, in its turn, brings to mind the cow ; so in this case also it is the 
correct word that is really denotative of the thing, cow. 

tHWtrems Ekadesatvat, because it is a part. ^ Cha, and, 
Vibhaktivyatyaye, in a case where the correct endings are absent, furw 
Syat, it would be. * N 
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29. In the case of those corrupt words in which the 
correct endings are absent, the denoting of the meaning would 
he due to the fact of such a word being a part of the correct 
word.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 

Another point, in which the vernacular word differs materially from 
the Sanskrit word is that the declensional and inflexional endings are totally 
absent, in the former. For instance, when in vernacular we use the basic 
noun in its Sanskrit form, we do not use the affix, &c. ; as when we 
speak of the man going, we use the word manusya lor man ; 
while the real Sanskrit form of the word would be 1 mamisyah.’ In 
such case the vernacular form 1 Manusya is found to be expulsive, 
because it forms a part of the correct word Manusyah ; and thexoby 
brings to our mind this complete word, which is what really expresses 

the meaning¬ 
ly against the usefulness of the Grammar-Smritis, an objection is 
raised “ As all the correct words would be found in the Veda, a know¬ 
ledge of the Veda would suffice to give us an idea as to which word is 
correct and which is incorrect; and thus there would be no need for any 
grammatical rules, etc., for the ascertaining of the correct forms of words.” 

The answer to this is that the Veda does not contain all the possible 
correct words ; it is true that the words contained in the Veda are all correct; 
but it is not true that all correct words are contained in the Veda. Con¬ 
sequently it becomes necessary to have certain definite rules whereby the 
correctness or incorrectness of a word can be ascertained. And these 
rules must be accepted to be eternal, (1) because we cannot think of any 
point of time when there were no grammatical rules; and (2) because we 
actually find Vedic injunctions supplying the basis for every one of the 
six factors of grammar -.—vis., the etymology of words, the correct forms of 
words, the necessity of using the correct forms of words, the actual use of 
such words, the prohibition of the using of words not shown to be correct 
by the rules of grammar, and the actual avoidance of such words. And all 
these injunctions being Vedic, these must be regarded to be as eternal 
riB the injunctions laying down the use of kusa and such other things at 
sacrifices. 

Thus then, the rules of grammar, being all based upon the Vedic 
grammar, must be allowed the same regard as all other Smritis; that is to 
say, they must be accepted as having an authoritative bearing upon dharma ; 
specially [as the chief use of grammar has been held to lie in the laying 












without the rules of grammar it would not be possible to distinguish correct 
from incorrect words. Thus then the rules of grammar, being tiiai part 
of the Vedic dharma which consists of the use of the duly discriminated 
correct forms of words, serve the purpose of pointing out such correct 
word-forms as are really expressive. 

According to Prablmkara, it is necessary to enquire into the trust¬ 
worthy character of Grammar, not because it is a Smriti, but chiefly because 
if the science of grammar were not trustworthy, the whole fabric of 
Vedic dbarma would be jeopardised; that is to say, that a certain word 

denotes a certain thing and not any other, is ascertained finally by the 
rules of grammar alone; consequently, if these were untrustworthy, there 
would be no certainty in regard to the meanings of words; and in that case 
the meaning of all Vedic texts would be doubtful and vague ; and this would 
shake the authority and trustworthy character of the entire Veda. The 
presentation of the purvapaksa and the siddluvnta by Prabhilkava does not 
differ from that by .Rumania. 

Adhiharana X.(a). — The words used and the things 
denoted by them in the Veda arc the same 
as those in ordinary 'parlance. 

SftTKA 1. 3. 30. 

rr^x. N % \ \ i M 

Prayogacbodanablulval:, because, otherwise, there would 
be no injunction of actions. A. thaikatvam, sameness of denotation, 

AvibhftgAt, on account of non-differentiation. 

30. On account of non-differentiation [between the word 
as used in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance] the two 
must be regarded as the same ; specially because, if it weie 
not so, no injunction of action would be possible. 30. 

COMMENTARY. 

It having been proved that it is necessary to use the correct forms 
of words, it becomes necessary to consider the character of the denotation 
of words; and, as it is the Veda witli which we are immediately concerned, 
the first point that wo have to consider is whether the word ‘ ganh * used 
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in the Veda is the same as that word -used in ordinary parlance,—and 
also if what the word denotes in the Veda is exactly what it denotes in 
ordinary parlance. 

On this point the Purvapaksa is that— <{ as a matter of fact we find 
that there are many points of difference between the Vedic and the ordi¬ 
nary word ; for instance— 1) in the Veda we have certain restrictions as to 
accentuation, which do not apply to words in ordinary parlance; (2) the 
conjugational forms met with in the Veda are not the same as those 
found in ordinary language ; e.g the form ‘ jahglianat ’ which stands for 
‘ahanat; ’ (3) the Vedic words can bo studied by the three higher castes 
only, while there is no such restriction with regard to ordinary words. 
For these reasons, the word ‘ gauh’ as used in the Veda, must be regarded 
as different from that same word as met with in ordinary parlance. ” 

The SiddhAnta view is put forth in the sfitra ; -.We must admit the 
two words to be the same, and also their denotations to be the same 
That is to say, the word ‘gauh ’ as found in the Veda is the same as,—and 
denotes the same thing as—the word ‘gauh > as met with in ordinary 
parlance ;—because if this were not so, the Vedic words would be something 
entirely new to the ordinary person ; and so would be absolutely meaning¬ 
less to him; thus the injunctions would fail in their purpose, which 
consists in prompting men to action ; when it would not be comprehended, 
how could it do the prompting? 

Another reason for accepting this conclusion lies in the fact that 
as a matter of fact, we do not find any difference between the two sets of 
words. That is to say, (1) we do not perceive any difference in form be¬ 
tween the word ‘gauh ’ as found in the Veda and the same as met with in 
ordinary parlance ; (2; we do not perceive any difference in their denota¬ 
tion ; in both cases the word denotes the cow. 

Sfitra 30 has been explained above as embodying an adhikarana by 
itself. By another interpretation, it is taken by the Rhnsya as the first 
of a set of sutras (30-35) propounding the Turvapaksa of another adhi¬ 
karana. This adhikarana is as follows:— 

Adhikarana X(b) [Words denote communities , 


not individuals]. 

StlTKA. 1. 3. 80-35. 
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PrayogachodanabhavAt, because there would be no injunction 
of actions lit words denoted communities.) Arthaikatvam, the denotation 
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of words must be one only. Avibiiftgat, because the class is never 

found apart from the individual. 

30. “ [Words must denote individuals] because other¬ 

wise, there could be no injunction of actions; [they cannot 
denote both community and individual] because words can 
have only one denotation ; and also because the community is 
never found apart from the individuals (there is no necessity 
for its separate denotation).—3Q.' ,, 

COMMENTARY. 

We have seen that the word used in the Veda, and the thing denoted 
by it as used therein are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; the next 
question that presents itself for consideration is as to the exact denotation 
of words ; as until we know this we cannot grasp the real sense of Vedic in¬ 
junctions. The question is :—Does the word denote the individual or the 
community ?— i.e ., when we use the word cow ’ do we mean an individual 
cow, or the whole community or genus < cow ’ ? 

The Pflrvapaksa view embodied in the sfitra is as follows :—“ In the 
Veda we meet with such injunctions as ‘offer the goat in sacrifice ; ’ now 
it is clear that what is meant to be sacrificed must be a single goat and not 
the whole community ; because what is offered in sacrifice must be perish¬ 
able, while the community is something that never perishes ; if words 
denoted communities no Vedic injunctions would have any meaning ; hence 
we conclude that words denote individuals. We cannot accept the view 
that words denote individuals as well as communities,—that is, in the ease 
of passages where the denotation of the community would be compatible we 
will take that as denoted by the word ; and other cases we shall take 
the indvidua) as denoted ; this view we cannot accept; because it has been 
proved that a word can have one and only one denotation ; as otherwise 
the meanings of words would always remain vague and indefinite. Then 
as icgai (Is the idea of community that we have, this is easily explained :— 
the community is never found apart from the individuals that constitute 
it; hence whenever the individual would be denoted by the word, the 
community would be indirectly indicated as its inseparable concomitant 

|| || 

1. Also because [in case communities were denot¬ 
ed bj words] there would be no word expressive of the 
properties of an object.”—31. 
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a *he VWtika floes not accept this interpretation given in the Bh&sya 

f. / 0,1 the « rouiKl that H i» too far-fetched", the word ‘ diW 

xnng taken in the sense of ‘ dravyo-rfraya,’—and cannot be got at directly 

f 10,11 % ' V01 ; ds of the ' sAtra - According to the Vartika, the sutra should 
bo translated and explained in the following manner • 

Also because [if words denoted communities], there 
would be no denotation, by words, of any individual sub¬ 
stances ;— 

and the inevitable result of tin's would be that there would bo a vast 
divergence between the noun and its adjective; that is to say, if tho word 
‘cow’ denoted the community cow, it could'never denote any individual 
substance, in the shape of a particular cow ; and as all properties belong 
to individuals only and never to any entire class—no adjectives, which 
denote properties, could ever be co-ordinated with, or applied to, the 


word ‘cow 


ttsed 
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Also because we find the word ‘ another 
[in connection with nouns].”—32. 

COMMENTARY. 

"Another reason is put forward against the theory that it is the 
community that is denoted by words. In the Veda we meet with such 
assertions as if one animal should ran away, another animal should be 
got;’ now, if the word * animal’ denoted the community ‘animal,’ there 
would be only one animal, all animals being included in that community 
and hence no such expression would be possible as ‘ another animal*-’ 
this would involve a contradiction in terms.” 

This siitra is omitted by the Vartika. 




COMMENTARY. 

" 11 the word ! cow ’ denoted the community cow, we could not have 

f th& Pr ° Per(ie * ofcow3 ” because all properties 
_ U lV h U<1I0W C()U * d " e * iave an .y such expression as the white 
< <m . u community cow is certainly not white. Nor again could we 

have any numerals in connection with nouns ; how could we speak of 
.! ,,f '' " 10,1 die.conimunity cow is one only ? There are no properties 

11 0011,1 be R P° ke “ of aa belonging to the entire community. For this 
1 648011 also, it IS necessary to admit that words denote individuals.” 
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Akritih, the community, g Tu, but. fspuryferw KriyArthatvAt, be- 
cause it serves the purpose of actions. 

33. It is the community that is denoted by words; 
because it is the community that serves the purpose of ac¬ 
tions.—33. 

COMMENTARY. 

hi view of such Vedic injunctions as ‘ Syennebifam cliinvita ’ — ‘the 
kite-altar should, be built’—we must, take the word to he denotative 
of the community that includes a number of specific individuals; 
that is to say, in the injunction quoted, it could not be meant that, the 
altar should be built in the form of any particular individual kite ; 
if it meant that, then no altar could be built by people who had not Been 
that particular kite; the injunction must mean that the altar to be 
erected should be of that shape which forms the common feature of all 
individual kites—that, is, the word ‘ kite’ must signify that commona¬ 
lity or community in which all kites are included. Similarly in ordinary 
parlance, when a man is told to ‘ bring a cow,’ he does not' bring 
any particular cow ; he brings in any animal that is found to possess 
those characters that, are common to all cows. Further, if distinct indi¬ 
viduals were denoted by the word,- the denotation of the wordWould 
become as diverse and multifarious as there are individuals; each 
individual is bound to have some feature or features that are not present 
in any other individual ; it it. were not so, it would not be an individual. 
Consequently the denotation of a word if pertaining to individuals, would 
be as infinite in number as there are individuals ; that is, the denotation 
of the word cow would not consist of the one community including 
all cows, but of the infinite number of individual cows of the past, the 
present and the future. Then again, as each individual cow would be 
possessed of many qualities distinct from those possessed by the others 
the connotation of the word also would he diverse. All this would create 
a great deal of confusion. If, on the other hand, no individual cow is 

denoted by the word, but it signifies the entire community, then when¬ 
ever a person would be asked to * bring a cow,’ though lie would compre¬ 
hend the word as signifying the entire community of ‘cows,’ yet what 
he would bring would not be this community,- there would be no such 
absurdity, -he would naturally bring that indi vidual of the community 
which would be available to him. The propriety of bringing the indivi¬ 
dual, and not the entire community, being indicated, by the proximity 
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of the word ‘bring’ which could never be taken as applying to any 
community. 

This sh ows that it is the community alone to which all. injunctions—* 
both Vedic and profane—-of actions can apply. Specially because all 
individual objects being ephemeral, if the words— specially of the Veda— 
were to denote individuals, the relationship of the word to its denotation 
could never be regarded as eternal— ; thus the entire fabric of Mimamsa 
would fall to the ground. 

The practical purpose served by this adhikarana lies in regard to 
those cases where we have a conflict between a rule and its exceptions. 
It is only when words denote communities that any rule can be regarded 
as general ; and if no rule can be regarded as general—a contingency 
rendered necessary under the view that all words denote specific indivi¬ 
duals only—then, there would be no justification for rejecting it in favour 
of a special rule, 

(The V|itika gives hero a lull discussion of the various theories in 
regard to the denotation of words). 
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Na, no. bfatf Kriy&, action. Syftt, would be. Iti diet, if this 

is urged, Arth&ntare, perrtaining to another thing. Vidhanam, 

injunction. ^ Na, no. Dravyam, substances (properties), firt ^ Iti chef, 

if this is urged Tadar that vat, because words denote communities (and 

indicate through these the individuals forming the communities.) ^r*T**i Prayo- 
gasya, of action. Avibhagab, no dissociation or disjunction. 

34. If it be urged that—[if words denoted communi¬ 
ties]—(a) “ there could be no action [according to injunc¬ 
tions] ” —and also that, “ (6) there could be no injunction 
of ‘ another thing ’; and (c) there would be signification of 
substances (and their properties) ”—34. 

35. [The reply is]—because words denote communi¬ 
ties [and through these indicate indirectly also the individuals 
forming the communities,] there would be no dissociation [of 
individuals] from action [laid down by injunctions].—35. 
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Che objections that have bsen urged in sutras 30,31, and 32, against 
the view that words denote communities, are recapitulated in Sutra 34 
and answered in Sutra 35. The objections are three :— 

{a) “There would be no injunction of actions if words denoted 
communities ; as all actions, in practice, pertain to individual things.”— 
(Sfitra 30). 

(b) <c V\ r e find Vcdie injunctions laying down the use of another 
thing, if one thing is spoilt,—if the word denoted the community as a 
whole, there could be no ‘ one 1 or d another.’ ” (Sutra 32). 

(cj “ No signification of substances with properties Would be possi¬ 
ble.”—(Sdtra 31). 

The answer given in Sutra 35 is as follows 

(a) Though it is true that what is directly denoted by the word is 
the community, yet the relation between the community and its constituent 
individuals is so close and inseparable that one will always -imply the 
other; hence in the case of all injunctions, though the words would 
actually directly denote the community, they would indirectly indicate 
their invariable correlatives, the individuals also ; and the reason for this 
indirect indication,—and our acceptance of it in preference to the direct 
denotation—would lie in the very fact that the opponent urges: it is 
only with reference to individual things that actions can be performed ; 
hence it becomes necessary to accept the words as indicating the indivi¬ 
duals. As this would explain all that is necessary in regard to injunc¬ 
tion and actions, we find no justification for denying the primary position 
that in its ultimate denotation, the word denotes the community,—and 
accepting the other view that words denote individuals, in face of the 
many inseparable objections urged above. 

(/>) Even though there can be no £ oue ’ and ‘ another ’ in regard 
to the community, these would be quite compatible with the individuals ; 
and as we admit these latter to be indirectly indicated by the words, the 
objection loses all its force. 

(c) Similarly, for the adjectives denoting properties : even though 
these may not apply to the community, they could pertain to the indivi¬ 
duals. 

Thus we conclude even though words must be regarded as denoting 
communities—in view of reasons shown above,—they would also indi¬ 
cate the individuals, as inseparable from the communities; and in this 
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way it would be always possible to connect or associate enjoined actions 
with individual things; this is what is meant by the sentence 4 there 
would be no dissociation.’ 


According to Prabh&kara, as according to the Bhasya, the ground 
of doubt as to the real meaning of a word, is that words have no denota¬ 
tions apart from injunctive sentences, and injunctive sentences always 
refer to individuals; whereas for several reasons (detailed abovO it does 
not appear right to accept the view that words denote individuals. Because 
words have no denotations apart from injunctive sentences, Prabli&kara 
bases his argument in favour of the view that words denote communities, 
entirely upon such injunctions as ‘ syenachitam , &c.,’ where it is impossible 
for the word to denote any individual, 

Ivumarila, on the other hand, not admitting the view that words have 
no meaning apart from injunctive sentences, makes the ground of doubt 
consist in the fact that, though by means of words we actually comprehend 
communities, Grammar indicates the plausibility of the view that it is 
the individual that is denoted by words. Arid, not depending upon 
injunctive sentences alone, lie has put forward many other arguments in 
favour of the orthodox view that words denote communities. 

Fourth Pada. 

TREATING OF THE NAMES OF SACRIFICES. 

Adhikarana 1.—Words like ‘ Udbhid y are names of sacrifices. 

sOtra 1. 4. 1-2. 

’ \\\\ 8 I \ II 

iftFP? Uktam, has been explained. SamAnnftyaidarnarthyaro, 

the part of the Veda pertaining to actions. rTW** Tasm&t, therefore. 
Sarvam, the whole of it. Tadartharn, for that purpose. Syat, 

should be* 

1. “It has been explained that the Veda pertains to 
[helps in the performance of] actions ; therefore the whole 
of it should be taken as serving that purpose/’—1. 

COMMENTARY, 

In the Veda we meet with many such words as * Udbhid/ * Chitra ’ 
‘ Agnihotra’ and so on—which do not appear to be either injunctions, or 
arthavadas or mantras. With rogard to these, there arises a doubt as to 
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whether these words lay down certain accessory details in connection with 
sacrifices,—or they are only the names of particular sacrifices. 


On this question, the Pfirvapaksa as embodied in sutra 1, is as 
follows:—“The conclusion arrived at in the foregoing sections of the 
sutra is that the Veda always lays down something that is directly or 
indirectly conducive to the accomplishment of actions ; for instance, the 
injunctions lay down actions riot known otherwise ; the arthavadas praise 
certain things in connection with actions laid down by the injunctions, and 
thereby serve to prompt men to perform those actions; the mantras 
indicate certain details—principally the deity—connected with the sacri¬ 
ficial action ; thus it follows that the entire Veda should be regarded as 
laying down things connected with some sort of sacrificial .performance. 
From all this we conclude that the words under discussion, as forming 
part of the Veda, are expressive of tilings connected with sacrifical perfor¬ 
mances ; such being the case, we cannot take them as arthavadas, because 
they are not found to be subservient to any injunctions; nor are they found, 
to have the character of mantras ; consequently, they must be taken as 
enjoining certain materials to be offered at sacrifices; that is to say, the 
word ‘udbhid’ means etymologically, that which cuts, i.e., the axe, or 
any such cutting instrument; the meaning of the sentence thus will be that 
‘ one should perform the sacrifice in which a cutting instrument is to be 
offered ;’ and similarly, in the case of all such words, we could find some 
such etymological meaning, by which it would denote some sort of a 
material substance that could be offered at sacrifices.” 


Wfa JTTWT FTTcJ I! r u 

smrstApi VA, but. Namadheyani, a name, Syat, must be. 

Yat, which. gr*T?rV Utpattau, when met with for the first time. 
ApOrvam, appears to be new, i.e. } is not recognised as denoting anything already 
known. AvidhAyakatvAt, because it cannot be injunctive. 


2. But that which, at the very outset, is not recog¬ 
nised as denoting anything already known, must be a 
name ; because it cannot be injunctive [of any thing].—2. 


COMMENTARY. 

When we come across such a word as ‘udbhid/ for instance, in the 
sentence ‘ udbhidA yajeta/ we do not at first recognise it as denoting 
anything that is known to us; it is only when we come to look into the 
etymology of the word that we find that it may denote a cutting instru¬ 
ment; thus inasmuch as the word is not readily recognised as having 
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8iicli meaning, it cannot be taken as laying down a material, the significa¬ 
tion whereof by the word is got at with great difficulty ; and it is much 
more reasonable to take it as a name. Or (according to another interpre¬ 
tation of the sutra proposed by Kamanin) the word must be taken as the 
name of that sacrifice which is found to be mentioned in the same sentence 
as accomplishing a transcendental result;—in the case of ‘ udbhid,’ the 
sacrifice whose performance is declared to accomplish the transcendental 
result which would bring cattlo. 

The reason why the word should be regarded as a name is—because 
it cannot be injunctive of anything; that is to say, it is not capable of en¬ 
joining a material. Because if, in the sentence in question, ‘ udbhida yajeta 
padtikfimah/ the word ‘udbhid’ were to lay down a material to be offered, 
it would lay this down,—either with reference to the result, the meaning 
being that ‘one should seek to acquire cattle by means of the cutting instru¬ 
ment, ’—or with regard to the sacrifice, the meaning being that ‘ one should 
accomplish the sacrifice by means of the cutting instrument/—or with 
reference to both, the sense being that ‘ one should acquire cattle by 
means of the offering of the cutting instrument in sacrifice.’ Now, by the 
first of these, it would appear as if the cattlo were to "be acquired directly 
by means of the instrument, without the making of any offering at all ; 
by the second, the mention of the result would have no connection with 
the sentence; Under the third, the word ‘udbhida’ in the instrumental, 
would have to be taken as equalifying the word ‘yAgena/ implied in the 
verb 4 yajeta; ’ and thus ‘ udbhida’ will have to be taken as standing for 
4 udbhidvatfl,’ ‘that which has the udbhid for its material,’—thus involv¬ 
ing the Undesirable contingency of making a word renounce its direct 
meaning and taking an indirect one,—a contingency permitted only in cases 
wheie no other interpretation is available ; while, in the present case, the 
word can be taken as the name of a sacrifice, which obviates the necessity 
of having recourse to indirect or forced interpretation. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the word cannot enjoin a material, it 
must be taken as the name of a sacrifice. 


The above is the interpretation of the sfitras 1 and 2, according to 
the Bhasya, by which both sutras form one adhikarana, the first being 
taken as the PArvapaksa and the second as the Siddhnnta. Kumarila 
takes exception to this interpretation, on the ground that the present 
adhyAya being devoted to the subject of the Means of knowing Dharma, 
the opening adhikarana of the patla must bear directly upon that subject; 
and also on the ground that there is nothing in the first sfitra that is not 
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perfectly compatible witli the Siddhfinta standpoint, in view of which it 
could be taken as embodying the Pfirvapaksa. By Rumania's interpreta¬ 
tion the first sfitra represents an entirely distinct adhikarana, which maj r 
be expanded as follows 

In regard to such words as ‘ udbhid ’ as occurring in the Veda, there 
arises a question — as these are neither injunctions, nor arthavadas, nor 
mantras, can they be regarded as having any bearing upon Dharma ? The 
Pfirvapaksa view is that “ inasmuch as these words have, no connec¬ 
tion with the performance of actions, they can have no bearing upon 
dharma.” * The SiddhAnta is —Tt has already been explained that the Veda 
bears directly upon the performance of actions ; hence the whole of it (includ¬ 
ing the words under discussion hnust be accepted as serving that purpose. 
(Sutra I.) 

It having been established that as forming part of the Veda, the 
words in question must be taken as bearing upon dharma, the next 
question that naturally arises is—What bearing have they ? In what way 
do they help our knowledge of dharma? And it is on this question 
that we have the next adhikarana, represented by sfitra 2. The Pfirva¬ 
paksa has to bo supplied from without,—its sense being that “ the words in 
question must be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices ; because 
such meaning of the word as could be got at through its etymology is 
apt. to be accepted and recognised by all men ; and also because being 
thus taken, the word would serve the distinctly useful purpose of pointing 
out the material to he offered, — a point on which the rest of the sentence 
affords no information.” 

The SiddhAnta is embodied in sfitra 2, as explained in accoradnce 
with the Bhasya. 

According to Prabh&kara who accepts the interpretation as given by 
the Blifisya, the pfirvapaksa view is that the word ‘ udbhid ' lays down the 
cutting instrument as a material to be offered at some unknown sacrifice; 
while according to the Pfirvapaksa as put forth by KumArila, it is in con¬ 
nection with the well known JyotiftOina sacrifice that the word lays down 
the material. 


Adhikarana II .—‘ Chitrd&c., are names of Sacrifices. 

SUTRA 1. 4. 3. 

WiH II \ \ % \ \ II 

qfwsr Yasmin, that (word) in which. JjfirpRvn Gunopadesali, mention of 
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accessories. q’^TFfc*: Pradh&ua.tah, witli the principal factor. Abbi- 

sanibandhab, is related. 

3. That word which [if taken as an. injunction] 
would mention more than one accessory must be taken as 
related to the principal factor [i.e., the action mentioned in 
the sentence].—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

The foregoing aclhikararia dealt with such words as lmd no meaning of 
their own, and whose meaning had to be deduced from their.etymology. 
The present adliikarana deals with those words which ha ve a well-recognised 
meaning of their own ; for instance, the word ‘chitnV as occurring in the 
sentence ‘ chi tray a yaveta pa^ukamah ; * with regard to this word, there 
arises the question—is the word 4 chitra ’ here to be taken as laying down 
the female animal of variegated colour (which is what the word actually 
signifies) ? Or is it to hu regarded as the name of the sacrifice mentioned 
by the word 4 yajeta ’ ? 

The Purvapnksa view is that—“the word must be taken in its 
ordinary sense, the meaning of the sentence being—‘one should perform 
a sacrifice with an animal which is female, and of variegated colour ; that is 
to say 4 the animal sacrificed for the Agnisomiya offering, should be a female 
and of variegated colour/—there being no justification for abandoning the 
natural meaning of the word, so long as it is found to be compatible 
with the context,” 

The Siddhnnta. view put forward in the sfitra is as follows :—In all 
cases where a word, if taken as laying down accessories, is found to men¬ 
tion more than one accessory detail, it is not right to take it as such an in¬ 
junction of accessories; because this would rise to a syntactical split; for 
instance, in the case of the word ‘chitra,’ if we take it in the way suggested 
in the Piirvapak^a, it would lay down three factors—(1) the animal, (2) its 
female sex and (3) its variegated colour : and the right construction of the 
sentence would be—‘ The sacrifice should be performed with an animal, 
—this animal should be a female,—and this animal should hoof variegated 
colour — thus a single sentence being split up into three sentences, ‘ a split’ 
permissible only when the sentence admits of no other construction. In the 
sentence in question, we have a simpler construction available : —the word 
4 chitra’ may be taken as 44 related to the principal factor ” of the sentence, 
— viz ., the sacrifice denoted by the root in the word ‘yajeta ; ’ and the only 
way in which it can be so related is to take it as the name of that sacri¬ 
fice. » , . 
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Adhikarana Ill — : Tatpraldiyanydya : “ Agnihotra is the 

name of a Sacrifice. 

SClTRA. 1. 4. 4. 

u \ i $ i $ n 

ffWffW .Talprakhyam, injunctive of that, Cha, and. Anyaiis- 

train, other sentences. 

4. There are other sentences injunctive of that acces¬ 
sory.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

Adhikarana I dealt with words whose etymological signification point¬ 
ed to the sacrificial material only indirectly ; that is to say, 4 udbhicla ’ had to 
be taken by the Purvapak§a as standing for ‘udbhidvata, 5 before it could 
be taken as laying down the material for the sacrifice; and this conligency 
formed the chief reason for rejecting the P&rvapak§a. The present adhi¬ 
karana deals with those words whose etymological signification points to a 
sacrificial accessory directly, for instance, the word 4 agnihotra,’ as occurring 
in the sentence 4 agnihotrena juhuyfit svargak. urxah,’ signifies etymologically, 
that in which the offering is made to Agni and as such can be taken as 
laying down Agni as the deity of the sacrifice ; and as this does not neces¬ 
sitate recourse to indirect indication, there arises the question as to 
whether words like these are to be taken as names of sacrifices, or as lay¬ 
ing down accessory details in connection with the sacrifices. 

The Pilrvapaksa view is as follows:-— 44 The word ‘agnihotra ’ direct¬ 
ly signifies that in which (‘yasniin’) the offering (holrani) is made to Agni 
( 4 agnaye ’) ; and as such there can be no objection to its being taken as lay¬ 
ing down Agni as the deity of the sacrifice ; specially as in connection with 
the particular sacrifice herein referred to there are many minor sacrifices 
whose deity is nowhere mentioned; consequently, the word, when taken as 
laying down the deity, supplies a distinct need.” 

The Sid'dh:in$a view, embodied in the sfftra, may be summed up as 
follows:—Inasmuch as in connection with the sacrifice in question we find 
other sentences laying down all necessary accessories, an enjoining of these 
by another word would be entirely superfluous; For instance, the mantra 
•Aguirjj r otih, &c.,’ distinctly points to Agni as the deity of the sacrifice, what 
need then is there of that same deity being mentioned by the word ‘agnb 
hotra ? ’ Consequently, the conclusion is that the word must be taken as 
the name of the sacrifice; specially as the connection of the deity Agni 
with the offering having been established by the aforesaid mantra, and 
in accordance with this, people being actually found to take up the 
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performance of that sacrifice, tbp word ‘ agnihotra’ cannot but be taken 
aa merely referring to, and being descriptive of, that same sacrifice. 


Adhikarana IV — Tadvyapadesanyaya’: “ Syena ” and 
such other icords are names of sacrifices. 

sOtka 1. 4. 5 . 

w % i s i * w 

5. That also [should be taken, as name] which points 
to a similarity [between the sacrifice and the accessory that 
it would indicate.]—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

Adhikarana II lias dealt with these words which, though capable of 
being taken directly as laying down accessory details, give rise to needless 
syntactical splits; the present adhikarana takes up the case of those words 
whose direct signification points to things that can be used as materials of 
otiering, &c., and which, when taken in this sense, donot occasion any 
syntactical split. I'or instance, the word 1 Hyena ’ in the sentence ‘ Syenena 
yajeta’ may be taken in its direct signification of the kite-bird ; and this 
word is quite capable of being used as the material to be offered at the 
sacrifice ; the meaning of the sentence being ‘one should make an offering 
of the kite-bird. This is the i’urvapakfa view. 

I he Siddhanta put forth in the sfitra is that, the word must be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice, as is clearly implied by another Vedic text 
in connection with the sacrifice; this other text says ‘just as the kite-bird 
falls upon its prey, so does tins sacrifice fall upon his enemy this implies 
that there is a similarity between the kite-bird and the sacrifice, which, on 
that account, may be taken as having, ‘ Syena ’ for its name. If, in the 
sentence in question, the word ‘ Syena ’ meant the kite-bird itself, then 
this other text would be describing a similarity of the kite-bird to itself, 
which would be absurd. 

And further, as in the case of ‘udbhida,’ it has been shown that 
before the word could be taken as laying down the sacrificial material, 
it would be necessary to regard it as equivalent to ‘ udbhidvata ’ so, in 
the same manner, in the ease of the word ‘ Syenena,’ before it can be taken 
ns laying down a material, it will be necessary to take it as eqiuvalent to 
' Syenavata ; as without this, the word ‘Syenena’ in its original form 
could not be construed with Vagena. This undesirable contingency is 
obviated by taking the word as the name of the sacrifice. 
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Adhikarana V. . * Vdjapeyaetc., are names of Sacrifices. 

sOtbaw 1. 4 . o- a 

“aferi gijsjk: FJ1? feiRtj”—ffir n f. n 

Sjsqungt few14 ii \s ii 

NAmadheye, in the case of what appears as a name. Guna- 

sruteh, because there is a mention of an accessory. Sy&t, should be. 

VidhAuam, an injunction. %<r Iti diet, if this be urged. (6) 
TulyatvAt, on account of becoming similar, mqqt; Kriyayoh, of the two actions, 
jf Na, this cannot be (7). 

6. u In the case of what appears to be a name, inas~ 
much as there is distinct mention of an accessory, it should 
be taken as the injunction [of that accessory] ”—if this is 
urged.—6. 

7. This cannot be ; because in that case the two 
actions would become similar.—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent reiterates his position with regard to all those words 
that are taken as names. “ In the case of all words that you take as names” 
—says the PQrvapak?iu—“ when wo find a distinct mention of the material 
or other accessories, we cannot but regard them as injunctions of such acces¬ 
sories ; and there could be no reason for taking them as names of sacrifices. 
For instance, in the case of the word ‘ Vdjapeya,’ as occurring in the sen¬ 
tence ‘ Vajapeyena svdrdjyakdmo yajeta,’ we find that the word distinctly 
mentions a material, in the shape of the juice or extract (‘ peya ’) of food- 
grains (‘ vnja’); and so we must take it as laying down this grain-juice 
as the material to be employed at the sacrifice performed for acquiring the 
Kingdom of Heaven ; consequently the words cannot be taken as a name.” 

This is the P(irvapak§a embodied in sfitra 1. 4. 6. The Siddhdnta, 
in reply to this, is put forth in sfitra I. 4. 7. If the sacrifice mentioned in 
the sentence in question had for its material the grain-juice, as held by the 
Pfirvapaksa, it would be a sacrifice of the ‘ h?ti ’ class ; and thereby come 
to have its procedure exactly similar to that of the Darrfa-purnamasa. which 
is the archetype of all grain-sacrifices ; which would be an absurdity : as 
the procedure of the sacrifice is that of the Jyotistoma, which is the arche¬ 
type of the ‘ Sauinika ’ class. For this reason, the word ‘ Vdjapeya ’ can¬ 
not be taken as laying down the grain-juice as the material for the sacri¬ 
fice ; it must be taken as the name of the sacrifice performed in accordance 
with the procedure of the Jyotistoma, with a view to acquire the Kingdom 
of Heaven. 

14 
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'lustre®! Aikawabdye, in that which is expressed by a single word Wbp* 
Parartbavat, there would be mutually contradictory characters. 

8. That which is signified by a single word would 
corne to have contradictory characters.—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

In case the word ‘ Viljapeya ’ signified the grain-juice as the 
material, then the sentence ‘ Vfijapeyena svarfijyakamo yajeta ’ would 
have to he construed as follows—(a) ‘ one should obtain the sovereignty 
of heaven by means of the sacrifice, and ( b ) the sacrifice should be accom¬ 
plished by means of the grain-juiceand thus the sacrifice, though 
signified by the single word ‘ yajeta,’ would have the character of an 
instrument with regard to the sovereignty of heaven, and the character 
of the object to be accomplished, in regard to the grain-juice ; but as a 
matter of fact, it is possible for one and the same thing to have, at one 
and the same time, the mutually contradictory characters of the instru¬ 
ment and the object; so we conclude that the word ‘Vajapeya’ does 
not lay down the material, grain-juice ; and that it must be taken as 
the name of a sacrifice. 

Adhikarana VI- 1 Agneya ' is not the name of a sacrifice. 

sCitra 1. 4. o. 

ftrer: m i « i ui 

Tad-gunftli, that and its accessories. <j Tu, but. Vidhiye- 

ran, should be enjoined. Avibhagat, because there is combination. 

fa*TRT*f Vidh&nArthe, in regard to the object of injunction, *T Na, not. Chet, 
if. Anyena, by another, fro; fSistah, laid down. 

9. The sacrifice as well as its accessories should be en¬ 
joined [by the word],—because there is a combination of all 
factors of the injunction ;—specially if they are not laid 
down by any other -word.—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

The general character and function of names having been pointed 
out in the foregoing eutras, with the present sfitra begins the considera¬ 
tion of certain exceptions to the principles laid down, 
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' In connection with the word ‘ Agneyali/ as appearing in the sen- 

tence—‘ Yad&gnqyo* $t&kapalo r mftvAsy&yam, etc./—the question arises :— 
Is it the name of a sacrifice? Or, does it lay down certain accessory 
| details of a sacrifice ? 

The Pfirvapaksa view is as follows:—“The word must be taken as 
the name of the sacrifice at which the cake baked on eight pans is to be 
offered; it cannot be taken as laying down accessories; because all the 
necessary accessories are got at by other means : for instance, the Deity 
is mentioned by the mantras, and the material in the form of the cake, 
is mentioned by the word ‘ A^takapala’ itself, as it is only a cake that 
can be baked on pans. Nor can the word lay down the sacrifice itself ; as 
the sacrifice also is already indicated by the mention of the cake as baked 
| upon eight pans; as it is only for being offered to a deity that a’cake 
can be so baked. Thus not being capable of being taken as laying down 
^ either the sacrifice or its accessories the word ‘ Agneya * must be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice at which the cake is offered to the deity 
Agni mentioned by the mantras. The word cannot be taken as laying 
down materials, as that would involve a syntactical split, as urged by the 
Siddhfinti himself in the foregoing Adhikaranas.” 

The Siddhanta view embodied in the sfttrais as follows :—When the 
sacrifice and its accesfsories are not found to be laid down by any other 
word, they must be taken as enjoined by the word in question ; specially 
because the word ‘ Agneyah/ alone implies all the necessary factors of the 
injunction. 

It has been asserted in the P&rvapak§a that the sacrifice and its 
accessories are already got at by means of the other words of the sentence. 
This is not true : (1) As regards the sacrifice itself, the mere mention cf the 
j cake as baked upon eight pans does not necessarily indicate any sacrifice to 
a deity; because there is nothingtoestablish any such relationship between 

i the cake mentioned in this sentence and the deities indicated by other man¬ 
tras ; that is to say, the mere mention of the 'cake baked on eight pans* 

I does not point to any action of the human agent, during the performance 
of wdiich action those mantras would be recited which would recall any 
deities to his mind. The inantra also—* Agnirmflrdh& divah, etc./ does 
not mention any action at all ; hence this also cannot point to any relation¬ 
ship between the cake and the deity Agni spoken of in this mantra. (2) 
As regards the sacrificial material, this also is not laid down by any other 
word of the sentence in question ; because it is only after the sacrifice 
has been mentioned that anything spoken of in the sentence can be 
taken as the material for that sacrifice ; we have seen that the sacrifice 
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is not mentioned by any other words; therefore we must conclude 
that the fact of the cake being the sacrificial material is also not 
mentioned by any other part of the sentence. (3) Lastly, the deity 
also cannot be taken as indicated by the other words of the sentence. 
There are only three ways of mentioning the deity to whom a certain 
material is to be offered— (a) by means of a nominal affix, e.g., the 
affix 1 a.u' in the word ‘ a indram in the sentence aindram charum 
shows that the charu is dedicated to India ; (/>) by means of the dative 
ending— e.g., the ending in the word ‘ Visnave ’ in the sentence, Visnave 
dv&dadakapftlam,’ shows that the cake is to be offered to Visnc ; ami 
(c) by certain significant words of mantras— e.g., the word 1 Suryah ’ 
in the mantra ‘ Suryojyotih, etc. ’ shows that the morning libation is to be 
offered to Surya ; and among these three the one that follows is always of 
less authority than that which precedes; hence so long as we can get at 
a deity mentioned by the nominal affix, we cannot accept that which 
is indicated by any words of mantras; that is to say, in the case in ques¬ 
tion, inasmuch as the fact of Agni being the deity is expressed by the 
nominal affix ‘ dhak ’ in the word ‘ Agneyah,’ we can got seek for the 
required deity in the words of the mantra ' Agnirmurdlia, etc- 

Under the circumstances, the inevitable conclusion is that it is the 
word ‘ agneyah ’ that denotes the connection between the cake and Agni ; 
and it is by virtue of this relationship that the sacrifice also comes to be 
denoted. Thus the word ‘ Agneyah’ must be taken—(1) as pointing out 
the deity, by means of the basic noun ‘Agni,’ (2) as indicating the fact 
of the cake to be offered to Agni, by means of the affix ‘ dhak;’ and (3) as 
expressing the sacrifice, by reason of the fact that, the cake cannot become 
‘agueya,’ until it, is offered to Agni—and this offering constitutes the 

sacrifice- , 

Thus all the factors, the sacrifice and its accessories in the form 

of the deity and the material, are pointed out by the word ‘ agneyah ’; 
and as all these factors of the injunction are mingled together, there is no 

syntactical split at all. 


Adhikarana V1L- 


-Such words as 1 Varhih ' and the like 
denote the genus. 

aOTRA 1. 4. 10. 
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VarhirAjyayoh, of the grass and the butter. Asams- 

1 are even when no consecration has been made. sjfcWWPf Sabclal&bhat, 
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because the words are applied. Atachchhabdab, the '•<'? ds .am ot 

regarded as applicable (to consecrated grass and butter only.) , 

10. Because the words ‘ varhib ’ [grass] and ‘ ajya 
[butter] are found to be applied to unconsecrated grass and 
butter, the words cannot be regarded as applicable only to 

10 . 

COMMENTARY. 


consecrated grass and butter. 


In connection with names we proceed to consider the significations 
of the names of materials In regard to such names as ‘ varhih .grass), 

‘ iijya ’ (butter) and 1 purodarfa’ (cake), there arises the question—Do these 
words apply respectively to only such grass, butter and cake, as have been 
consecrated for sacrificial purposes, or to all grass, butter and cake in 
general ? Though the sfitra mentions only the ‘ varhih ’ and the ‘ ajya, 
the Blnlsya lias added the ‘ ptirotJiWa ’ also. 

The Purvapak^a view is that—“ according to sfitra 1. 3. 9, the words 
in question must be taken to be used by sacrificers, in the sense of the 
consecrated or sacrificial materials only. 

The Siddhanta is that it is a well-recognised fact that the words 
found in the Veda are the same as those used in ordinary parlance and 
their significations also are the same in both cases (sfitra 1- 3. 30); and as 
it has been proved under sfitra 1. 3. 30 that all words denote communities 
and not individuals, we must take the words in question to be denotative 
of grass, butter and cake in general. Such being the ease, there can 
be no justification for restricting these significations: to only such of these 
things as have undergone a process of consecration. 


Adhikaranaa VII1 and IX—The name s ‘ Proksant ’ (VIII) and 
‘ Nirmanthya ’ (IX) must he taken in their literal signification. 

SOTRA 1. 4. 11 and 12. 

u \ i s i %% u 
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Stgtn?? Proksanisu, in the case of the Proksant (washing water), H*ren’f*TT* 
Ai thasamyogfit, because the literal signification is applicable. Tatha, so. 
^Cha, also, Nirmanthye, in tbe case of the Nirniantha (fire produced 

by friction.) 

IX, Because in the case of the washing water, the 
literal signification of the word c proksaru is applicable [the 
word must be taken in its literal sense]. —11. 
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12, And so also in the case of the ‘ fire produced by 
friction ’ [the word ‘ ninnanthya ’ should be taken in its 
literal sense].—12. 

COMMENTARY. 

In regard to the name ‘ proksani ’ as applied to the water, the ques¬ 
tion arises as to whether the word has its denotation conventinally res¬ 
tricted to water? Or it has to be taken'in its literal sense of that with 
which things are washed ? 

The Pftrvapaksa is that—“ the conventional meaning of the word 
being most direct and easily known, we can have no justification for 
taking the name ‘ proksani 5 as denoting that with which things are 
washed 

The Siddhanta is that, it is true that the conventional denotation 
is most authoritative, but in cases where we lind the literal signification 
quite compatible with the conventional signification, we can have no 
reason for rejecting this latter; for instance, in the case in question, we 
find that the literal meaning of the word 4 proksani ’— 4 that by which 
things are washed’—is quite applicable to the water ; consequently we 
must take the name as used its literal sense ; this view having the 
advantage that the scope of the word-denotation is extended to all those 
liquids with which things can be properly washed, and not restricted to 
water only. 

Similarly in regard to the name 4 Ninnanthya,’ though it appears 
to be used in the sense of consecrated fire, yet it cannot be taken in its 
literal sense of fire produced by friction ; the advantage of this view being 
that it is only when we take the word thus that we can do the baking with 
fire produced by friction at the time of the baking, and not by any 
ordinary fire produced at any other time. 


Adhikarana X—The word i Vciisvadeva ’ is the 
name of a sacrifice. 

SIJTRAS 1. 4. 13 and 14. 

“ fib ii \ ! 3 i \\ n 

zzm n ii 

Yaisvadeve, in the case of the word * Vaiyvadeva.’ Vikalpah, 

there is option, Iti chet, if this is urged. ^ Na va, not so 
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iSrianat, because of the context. Pratyaksavidhan&t, brcause 

of direct injunction. Cha, also. * Na, there is not. ft Hi, because. 
Prakaranaro, context. Dravyasya, of the thing. 

13. If it be urged that “ in the case of the word 

‘ Vaisvadeva,’ there is an option.” 13. 

14. This is not so ; because of context [being the sole 
authority for regarding it as laying down the deity ;] while 
there is a direct injunction [of another deity] ; and certainly 
the context cannot set aside the thing [laid down by direct 


|( 8I, 


injunction.]—14. 

COMMENTARY. 

The case of the word ‘Vaisvadeva ’ as occurring in the sentence 
‘ VaWvadevena yajeta ’ is different from all other words dealt with in the 
foregoing sutras. (1) If we take it as laying down the deity Vitfvedeva, 
we find such signification to follow directly from the word, without 
having recourse to any indirect indication as was found necessary in the 
case of the word 1 Udbhida (2) it does not lay down any accessories ; 
and hence causes no syntactical split,—as the word (Jhitia does; (3) 
there is no ambiguity about the meaning of the word as pointing to the 
deity—as in the case of the word ‘ Agnihotra ’ ; (4) the word ‘ Vairfvadeva 
does not point to any particular sacrifice,—like the Vajapeya. 

The question that arises in regard to this word is this :—Does 
the word point to VisJvedeva as the deity of the sacrifice of the C'hatur- 
masya? Or, is it the name of this sacrifice ? 

The Piirvapafo<a view is that.—“ the word lays down the deity Vi4- 
vedeva; and as another deity, Agni, i.e., for the same sacrifice, is already laid 
down by another direct injunction, we must regard Vidvedeva and Agni 

as the two deities to be accepted optionally. We must accept this view, 
because no useful purpose would be served by making the word a name 

of the entire Ch&turmftsya sacrifice.” 

The Siddh&nta embodied in the sfitra is that the word must be 
taken as the collective name of all the minor sacrifices that go to make up 
the CMturmftsya sacrifice. We cannot take it as pointing to a deity of 
the sacrifice; because Agni, &c., have been laid down as the deities of 
these sacrifices, by direct injunctions ; while the fact of \ irfvedeva being 
their deity would, at best, be indicated only by the ‘context’— i.e., by the 
word ‘Vaisfvadevena’ occurring in the same sentence as ‘yajeta ; and cer¬ 
tainly the deity thus indicated by the context cannot be regarded as on 
the same footing as those laid down by direct injunctions. The indication 
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of the deity by the affix in ‘Vairfvadeva’ is not of the same kind as that by 
the similar affix in ‘Agneya because in the case of the latter the connection 
of Agni with a distinct material (the cake) is distinctly mentioned in the 
same sentence; white in the case of the word ‘Vairfvadeva,’ no such mate¬ 
rial being mentioned, the relation of the deity to some sort of material 
will have to be assumed before the connection of the deity with the sacri¬ 
fice can be established. Consequently the indication of the deity by this 
word must be regarded as more indirect, and honce less authoritative, than 
that by direct injunction. Consequently we must accept, as the deity of 
the sacrifices in question, Agni and the rest, which are laid down by direct 
injunctions ; — and not Vidvedeva. 

For these reasons wo must take the word ‘ VaWvadeva’ as the name 
of the entire set of sacrifices that go to form the Chaturm&sya ; this collec¬ 
tive name serving the distinctly useful purpose of bringing together nil 
tho several sacrifices and making them capable of being spoken of collect¬ 
ively by moans of the single word ‘Vaijfvadeva.’ 

II n II 

fH’T: Mithah, mutual, n Cha, and. Anartha-sambandliatt, reia- 

thin ship is highly improper, 

15 . And mutual relationship is highly improper.—15. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent might urge that, in the sentence ‘VaWvadevena yajeta/ 
the word * Vaisfvadeva ’ may be taken as the name referring to all the 
eight sacrifices, and at the same time it may also be taken as indicating 
the deity Vijfyedeva in connection with a ninth sacrifice of which the 
material also will be something entirely different from those of the eight 
sacrifices; the sentence being construed as—‘among the Vaievadeva 
sacrifices there should be one of which VisJvedeva is the deity.’ 

This will not be right; because, in that case the same word would in¬ 
dicate the eight sacrifices, and also lay down the deity for another sacrifice; 
and the same word ‘ Vaievadeva’ would contain the subject as well as the 
predicate ; which would be highly improper, unless the sacrifice is repeated 
tvviqe. 

II H II 

Pararthatv&l, because being of only secondary importance. 
Gunanftm, of accessories. 

16. Specially because accessories are only of second¬ 
ary importance.—16. 
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COMMENTARY. 


The opponent might urge that if it is only necessary to repeat 
the sacrifice in order to establish the property of the construction proposed 
in the Pfirvapaksa— this repetition might be done. To this the answer is 
that in all injunctions the sacrifice forms the most important factor; and the 
accessories, being only subordinate to the sacrifice, are of second.uy 
importance. Consequently it would not be right to repeat the sactifice 
for the sake of finding room for the deity (which is after all only an 
accessory) denoted by the word ‘ Vaisfvadeva.’ 

For these reasons, the only reasonable view is that ‘ Va'nfvadeva ' is 
the name of the eight sacrifices. 


Adhikarana XI—The mention of the number * eight ’ 
in connection with the Vaisvdnara sacrifice 
is only an arihavdcla. 

SlITRA l. 4. 17-22. 

rwrerr^” an « i w ii 

(var. Icc. sgr foqr) 

Parvavantah, words expressive of things already known. stfgqHwf: 
Avidhanarthah, cannot serve the purposes of injunction. Tatsamar- 

thyant, capability of serving as injunction, batnanmaye, in the (ext in 

question. 

17. “ It is only words expressive of things already 

known that cannot be taken as injunctions; the text in 

question is billy capable of being taken as such.” — 17. 

u v commentary. 

The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 

names of sacrifices or injunctions of accessories having been finished, we 

now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as injunc¬ 
tions of accessories. 

The sentence ‘ Vaiefvanaram dvadatfakapAlam nirvapet putre jate’— 
lays down the the cake baked on twelve pans as to be offered at the Vairfv&nara 
sacrifice ; this sentence is followed by a number of sentences making 
mention of cakes baked upon eight and nine pans; now the question 
arises— is the word mentioning the ‘cakes baked upon eight pans, ’ Ac., to 
he taken as laying down a distinct material for the Vaiffvanara sacrifice? 
Or, is it to be taken only as arthavAda, eulogising the cakes ? 

The 1’urvapaksa view embodied in the stitra is as follows : As a 

genei’al rule, when a word signifies something that is already known, 
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to be taken as either a name or an ‘ arthavada ; in the sentence in 
question, we find that the expression ‘ cake baked on eight pans ’ signifies a 
substance not known before,—the preceding sentence having spoken of 
the ‘cake baked on twelve pans; * consequently there is nothing to 
prevent us from taking it as laying down a second material; so that there 
are two optional materials, for the Vaidvinara sacrifice—the cake baked 
on twelve pans, and the cake baked on eight pans.” 

The Vartika notices a different reading of the siltra—' 
etc.; in which case the sense of the Purvapaksa as embodied in 
the sfitra would be as follows :— u Those words whose meanings are 
already known can be utilised only by being taken as injunctions ; while 
those whose meanings are not known should be taken as names,, as shown 
under sutra 1. 4. 2; hence the ment ion of the number ‘ eight * must be 
taken as laying down a fresh accessory.” 

This statement of the Pfirvapak§a, as the VOrtika remarks, is not 
correct; becase the mere fact of the signification of a word being unknown 
cannot make it a name ; on the other hand, just as the fact of a word 
being altogether new, having its ordinary signification unknown proves 
that it cannot be taken as laying down the accessory of a sacrifice,— 
exactly in the same manner, it is all the more Impossible for it to be taken 
as the name of a Vedic sacrifice ; hence such a word cannot be taken as 
a name; because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the 
ordinary signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken as 
a name, on the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain 
sacrifice. 

3 fircRrefsrffgwr: SW * % 


n ?=: 11 

gnrw Gunasya, of accessories, g Tu, but. Vidhanarthe, if 

it were an object of the injunction. Atadguijah, not being acces¬ 

sories of the sacrifice. g%rr Prayoge, in actual performance, mg: Syuft, 
they would be. Wr*r: Anarthakab, useless. * Na, not. ft Hi, because, 
lain, to it. trfsr Prati, with regard to. ssr^Tfr Arthavatta, usefulness. 

Asti, is. 

18. If the word laid down accessories, these acces¬ 
sories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would be useless in its 
actual performance; because they do not serve any useful 
purpose with regard to it.—18. 
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The Siddh&nta embodied in the sfltra is as follows 
The Vaidvanara sacrifice having its own specific number of pans 
distinctly laid down asticelve, any other number, eight, nine, &c., even though 
enjoined; could not be enjoined with reference to that sacrifice; nor could 
these latter numbers be enjoined with reference to any other sacrifice, 
because no such other sacrifice is mentioned in the sentence. Nor could 
the clause mentioning these numbers betaken as laying down such a 
sacrifice; because all that this clause does is to describe a certain kind of 
cake ; and it says nothing as to that cake being offered to any deity ; and 
without the mention of this latter fact, no sacrifice could be indicated, 
Thus then, the number, as an accessory, even if it be 
enjoined by the words in question, could not pertain to any sacrifice ; and 
hence these would serve no useful purpose in regard to the performance 
of any sacrifice ; specially as the baking on eight pans would not serve any 
useful purpose, when not belonging to any sacrifice. Or, the last clause 
of the sfitra may mean, the mention of the number eight cannot serve 
any useful purpose with regard to the Vaitfvanara sacrifice, the number 

of pans for which has already been laid down as twelve ; specially as the 

baking on eight pans would not serve any useful purpose with regard to 
the cake that has already been baked on twelve pans. 

Not being capable of being taken as an injunction, the mention of 
the number must be* taken as Arthavada, eulogising the VaisfvAnara 
sacrifice,— the sense being that— 1 when the baking on eight pans brings 
about such excellent results, how much better results could be accomplished 
by the baking on twelve pans, which is done at the VahfvSnara 

Bacrifi.ee ? ’ 

“ II H II 

Tachchhesah, being supplementary to that, ft Na, not. <m«lh 
Upapadyate, is possible. 

19 . It is not possible for the sentences in question to be 
taken as supplementary to the preceding injunction. —19. 

COMMENTARY. 

An objection is raised : 

“ The injunction mentions the “ baking on twelve pans ; ’ while the 
sentence in question praises the baking on eight pans ; how then could the 
latter praise apply to the formei ? 
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*rf¥*TOr^ Avibhftgat, on account of non-exclusion. VidhAnftrtlie, fioin 

what is enjoined, Stutyarthena, serving the purpose ot praising. 

Upapadyeran, it would be possible. 

20. Inasmuch as [the smaller number] is not excluded 
from the greater, it is quite possible for the sentences in 
question to he taken as serving the purpose of praising 
[the latter ]—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

As the numbers ‘eight’ and ‘nine’ are included in ‘twelve,’ 
any praise of the former will certainly apply to the latter; as it would 
only be a case of the praise of the part being applied to the whole ; when 
the use of eight pans brings “ Bralnnic glory,’ and that of nine pans gives 
vigour, the use of twelve pans must bring about still better results. 

“sfiRW RTT<t” ffrT ^ \\ 11 

prrof % 

n ^ u 

EKtriff Karanam, instigator. Syat, could be. h* cliet, if it be 

urged Anarthakyat, on account of uselessness, <SRKrc*rar AkAranarn, 

not an instigator. 3K<§: Kartub, pertain to the agent, Hi, because. <Kfrwfa 
KArat?ani, instigators. $nir'$: Gunarihafc, for the purpose of praising. Hi, 
and Vidhiyate, is mentioned. 

21. If it. be urged that,—“[the desire for Brahmie 
glory, &c.] could be taken as the instigators of the numbers in 
question.”—21. 

22. [Our reply is that] inasmuch asthe sentences would 
become useless (meaningless), the results cannot be regarded 
as instigators ; specially as all instigators must pertain to the 
agent; consequently [we conclude that] the numbers in 
question are mentioned for the purpose of praising.—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent urges.—“The injunction of the numbers eight, &c., 
would not be incapable of belonging to a sacrifice ; because the meaning 
of the sentences mentioning the number ‘eight’ would be ‘one who 
desires brahmie glory should perform the sacrifice at which the offering 
consists of the cake baked on eight pans;’ that is to say, the sense of the 
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‘ if one performs the Vaitfvanara sacrifice without having 
a view to any definite result, lie should offer the cake baked on twelve 
pans; but if he desires Brahmie glory, lie should offer the cake baked on 
eight pans.’ In this way the injunction of ‘ eight * would not be absolutely 
useless as regards the actual performance of sacrifices. 

“This is what is meant by the results (Brahmic glory, &c.) being the 
‘instigators ’ of the numbers; which means that it is the different results 
that lead to the acceptance of the different numbers.’* 

This is the interpretation according to the Bhasya and the Vartika. 
Later commentators explain the sutra to mean that ‘ the numbers are 
the cause of tlie results/ i.e., the use of eight pans is the cause of —brings 
about—Br&hmic glory ; ’ and so forth. This interpretation of the 

word ‘ kArana,’ however, is not compatible with its use in the next siltra. 

The answer to the above objection.is given in sutra 1. 4. 22. The 
sense of the reply is that, if the mention of the several numbers were taken 
as laying down the acceptance of these numbers in the event of the per¬ 
former desiring certain results,—then this would give rise to a syntactical 
split; as is evident, from the construction of the sentences in question as 
proposed under die preceding sfitra ; which would further lead to the very 
undesirable severance of all connection of the injunction -of the Vai^vanara 
sacrifice with the mention of certain results, following after the mention 
of the numbers under discussion :—the whole section running thus 
‘ At the Vaiifv&nara sacrifice one should use the cake baked on twelve 
pans;—the use of eight pans leads to Brfihinic glory ; the use of nine 
pans accomplishes vigorousness ;—he on whose birth the Vairfvanara is 
performed, becomes vigorous, a large eater of food, with vigorous organs 
and powerful cattle.’ 

By reason of these syntactical splits, the proposed meaning of the 
sentences is not permissible; under the circumstances, il the sentences in 
question be not taken as Arthavada, praising the Vaidvanara sacrifice, 
they become meaningless and useless. With a view to avoid this 
uselessness, we must take the sentences as Arthavada. 

Then again, how can the result in the case in question lie the ‘ insti¬ 
gators * of the acceptance of the numbers? It is the agent or performer 
to whom all instigators should pertain ; that is to say, it is when the result 
belongs to the performer that it can serve as the ‘instigator’; in the 
case in question, the results are mentioned as accruing to the new-born child 
while the sacrifice is performed by the father. Consequently, the results 
cannot serve as ‘ instigators/ as held by the opponent,. 
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Adhikarana XII.—The mention of the grass-bedding 
as ‘ master of the sacrifice' is only a praise, f Figurative 
Description based upon Accomplishment of Purpose.] 

sOtra 1. 1. 23. 

M I s I II 


23. The accomplishment of purpose.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

Sfitras 23-28 deal with cases of figurative descriptions; herein are 
pointed ont those facts upon which figurative representations are based. 
Sutra 23 mentions tlie accomplishment of purpose as the first of these bases , 
an example of this wo have in the sentence ‘ Yajarnanah prastarah,’ where 
the prastava, grass-bedding, is described as ‘ the master of the sacrifice’; 
because of the fact that the bedding accomplishes the Master’s purposes 
of comfort, &c., in the same manner as he accomplishes his own purpose ; 
hence the sentence must be taken as a figurative description in praise 
of the useful character of the bedding. 

Adhikarana XIII.—The Brahmana is praised as ‘ Agni ’ 

[Figurative description based upon sameness of origin.] 

sOtra 1. 4. 24. 

3ffT%: II \ I S I W II 

24. Birth or Origin.—24. 

COMMENTARY. 

The similarity of origin is the second basis for figurative description; 
e.g., when in the sentence ‘ Agnih brahmanah’ the Brahmana is figuratively 
described as * Agni/ it is because both ‘ Agni * and the Bnllunana are de¬ 
clared in the Veda to have been born out of Prajapati’s mouth; this des¬ 
cription implying the praise of the Brahmana. 


Adhikarana XI The sacri ficial post is praised as the 

Master of the sacrifice and as the sun [Figurative Description 
based upon similarity of form]. 

SUTRA. 1. 4. 25. 


M I s I ** It 

25. Similarity of shape.—25, 
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commentary. 

Similarity of shape is the third basis of figurative description ; c.g., 
when the sacrificial post is praised as the ‘Master of the Sacrifice’ because 
it is as upright in forrti as the master is ; similarly it is praised as the sun, 
because it is as bright in colour as the sun. 

Adhikarana XV,—- Indirect Description based upon praise . 

Sf/TRA 1. 4. 26. 

mw II \ I 2 I H H 

26. Praise,—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

Mere praise forms the fourth basis of figurative description ; c.g., in 
the sentence ‘ apasfavo go-advebhyah,’ ‘ animals other than the cow and 
the horse are no animals ’—the word ‘ no animals ’ is only an indirect 
praise of the cow and the horse ; this figurative description of the other 
animals as “ no animals ” being based solely upon the praise of those two 
animals. 

Adhikarana X VI.—Figurative description based upon 
greatness of number. 

sOtra 1. 4. 27. 

II % I S I RV9 II 

27. Great large numbers.—27. 

COMMENTARY. 

Greatness of number forms the fifth basis of figurative description ; 
e.g., when a number of mantras are called ‘ sr'ujti’ in the sentence ‘sfiijtt 
rapadadhati ’ it is because of the recurring of the word ‘ spis^i ’ in a great 
number of mantras; by which even those that do not contain the word are 
called ‘ sristi.’ 

Adhikarana XVII.— Figurative description based upon 
the presence of an indicative sign. 

SOTRA 1. 4. 28. 

\ i * i *c; \\ 

28. Because of the presence of an indicative sign. 

—2a 
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COMMENTARY. 

■ The presence of an indicative sign forms the sixth basis for Bgura- 
tive description ; e.g., when a number of mantras are called Pragabhj-it,. 
simply,because the word ‘pi&na’ occurs in the opening mantra of the set; 
which is taken as the indicative sign of the entire set of mantras. 


Adhikarana XV]]],—Doubts relating to the true meann- 
ing of sentence may be set aside by subsequent passages. 

SfTTKA. j. 4. 20. 




\ i s i n n 


Sandigdhesu, in all doubtful cases. Vakyarfesat, by means 

of subsequent passages. 

29. In doubtful cases, doubts are set at rest by the 
aid of supplementary passages.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 

Arthavadas, declarations of praise, have been shown to refer to the 
object of Injunctions ; it may be that in regard to an injunction, or to an 
arthav&da, it is doubtful which arthavada refers to which injunction; and 
there maybe doubts with regard to the injunction itself; as when we meet 
with the injunction—‘wet pebbles are to he put in,’ there arises the doubt 
as to the particular liquid with which the pebbles are to be wetted; this 
doubt is set aside by the supplementary passage—‘tejo vai glij-itam’— 
which praises butter; as this indicates the butter as the liquid with 
which the pebbles are to be wetted. This is due to mutual need: the in¬ 
junction needs the indication of a particular liquid, and tlm praise of the 
butter needs an injunction with which it may be construed ; and this 
mutual need loads us to take the two together, and thereby come to (he 
conclusion that the pebbles wetted with butter are to he put in. 


Adhiharana XIX.—The indefinite is defined by the 

peculiar potency of things. 

. sOtra t. 4. 80. 

srofer w % i s i \o ii 

smfsr Arthat, by the potency of things, qr Va, also. 
Kalpanaikadegatv&t, because such an assumption would {arm part of the Veda, 

30. Doubtful cases are also settled by the potency 
of things ; because assumption based thereupon would form, 
part of the Veda.—30. - 
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, Sit. 1. 4. 35. 


COMMENTARY. 

One set of doubtful cases may be settled In* supplementary declara¬ 
tions ; there are some doubtful cases, however, in which no such declarations 
are available; in such cases what helps us to solve the doubt is the 
inherent capacity of things ; for instance, the word ‘ anjali ’ is found to 
signify the joining of the two palms flatly in cases where it is laid down 
as the form of salutation to superiors ; but in the case of drinking water 
by the ‘anjali,' the same word is found to signify the cup-like shape formed 
bj’ the joining of the two hands ^consequently when we come across the in¬ 
junction in connection with the SakLu-lioma, that the offering is to be made 
with the anjali, there arises a doubt as to what the word ‘anjali’ means 
in this case. This doubt is set at rest when we come to consider the fact 
that the fiat palm-to-palm ‘ anjali ’ cannot contain anything to be offered, 
while the cup-shaped ‘anjali,’ is what will contain the flour to be offered ; 
this inherent capacity of things leads us to conclude that the offering is to 
be made with the cup formed by the joining of the two hands. 

That the offering is to be offerred with the hands joined in this form 
is to be regarded as possessed of the same degree of authority as the original 
Vedic injunction. Because, inasmuch as the injunction is vague and 
hence incomplete without this assumption, the assumption must be 
regarded as an integral factor of the injunction. 


Here ends Chapter I, wherein the Means of Knowing Dharma have 
been fully explained. In the Chapter II, begins the consideration of the 
character of, and other details connected with, those actions that constitute 
Dharma. 
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End of Adhy&ya I. 
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SECOND ADHYAYA. 

First Pada. 

DIFFERENTIATION OF ACTIONS AND TEXTS PRESCRIBING THEM. 

Introductory— 

In section I, Jaimini has described the means of knowing Dharma. 
The first sub-section has shown that the Voclic Injunction is such a means 
par excellence, and the other sub-sections have shown that the character 
of being such means belongs also to Arthavadas, Names, Mantras, Smritis. 
Usage, Supplementary Explanations and Indirect Implications. Thus the 
first section has supplied the full answer to the question—*’ what are the 
means of obtaining the true knowledge of Dharma?’ In answering this 
question in detail, it lias also been shown that the true character of 
Dharma belongs to such actions as (for instance) the Agnihotra and the 
Jyotistoma (directly enjoined in the Veda), the Astakst (laid down in the 
Sinritis), the Holaka (as established by custom), and so forth. But in 
the preceding section, these actions have been mentioned only by way of 
exemplifying the general principles therein discussed ; and the detailed 
question of the individual character of these actions was left over for the 
second section. Thus the second section supplies the detailed answer to 
the second question propounded by the BhAsya— 1 what is Dharma ? ’— 
that is to say, ‘ what are the particular acts that are to be regarded as 
Dharma ? ’—or as Prablutkara, with his usual desire for turning the entire 
body of tbe Sutras upon the Veda itself, states the subject of the adhyaya : 
—‘ what are the several texts that lay down the various acts that constitute 
Dharma ? ’—Hence according to PrabhAkara the subject-matter of Adhyaya 
II consists of difference among the texts prescribing the actions, and not 
among the actions directly, these latter being regarded as different 
according to the difference of the texts prescribing them. This view of 
the subject-matter of Adhyaya II has been argued in the SustradipikA 
in tbe beginning of Adhyaya III. 

In order to find out each individual act laid down as Dharma, it 
becomes necessary to have some basis for proceeding with the enquiry 
as to differentiating one action from the other—among a number of 




I PAD A, INTRODUCTORY. 




laid down in the Veda, &c. ; and it is this basis that is discussed 
in the present section, where it is shown that one action is to be known ; 
as different from another when the two are found to be mentioned by 
different words, and so on ( see below). Then again, inasmuch as one 
action cannot be regarded as entirely different from another, unless the 
transcendental results—apurvas—proceeding from them be also different, 
we have here an explanation of the difference among the Apurvas also. 
Lastly, so far it would seem that for each act there is a distinct Apfirya ; 
so in order to s*t aside this view, we have the further distinction of 
actions into ‘ primary’ and ‘subsidiary,* in connection with which it is 
shown that it is only the ‘primary* action that leads to an independent 
Apurva, while those actions that are ‘subsidiary’ tend merely to com¬ 
plete that ‘primary ’ action to which they are subsidiary, and as such 
have no distinct Apurvas of their own. But this distinction between the 
‘primary 1 and the ‘subsidiary’ action is merely mentioned here,—its 
detailed consideration being left over to sections ; 3) and (4). 

Kumarila’s view of the connection of the adhy&ya is thus set 
forth in the Tantravftrtika:—What is explained in the present Adhyaya 
is that one action is known to be different from another on account of 
the two being mentioned by different words ; and it is in the wake of 
this difference that we have an explanation of the difference among the 
Apfirvas (resulting from the actions); and lastly, it is for the purpose 
of ascertaining which is the action that brings about the Apurva, that 
we have the consideration of the fact of actions having theeharacter 
of the Primary or the Subsidiary. That is to say, (1) the difference 
among actions is the natural and direct subject-matter of the Adhyaya; 
and the mention of the non-difference among certain actions is only a 
denial of the aforesaid difference ; (2) —and with a view to establish 
the difference and non-difference of actions, we have an explanation of 
the difference and non-difference of their Apfirvas ;—(3) thus then, so 
far, it would seem that for each distinct action there is a distinct * 
Apfirva; and here comes in the use of the consideration—as con¬ 
tained in Adhikarana III—of the Primary and Subsidiary character 
of actions, which serves to set aside the former mis-conception with 
regard to Apfirvas; (inasmuch as it shows that it is only the Pri¬ 
mary action that has a distinct Apfirva of its own;). For instance, 
even in the case of the sentences “ vrihin proksati ” and “vriliin 
avahanti,” though the words ‘ avahanti ’ and ‘ proksati * are different, 
yet, inasmuch as these actions are found to have their sole end in the 
visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we conclude 
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that they cannot bring about any Apfirva (transcendental result). As 
for the Apiirva that is held to follow from the restriction of the method 
of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result from an action 
and as such is of no consequence in the present context. Hence we find 
that it is only when certain actions have a distinctly primary character 
with reference to the substance, etc., that they are cognised as leading 
to distinct Apurvas, and as such being totally distinct actions. And it 
k for the due differentiation of such primary and subsidiary character, 
that the sfitra (in Adhy&yas HI and IV) will supply us with full explana¬ 
tions of such character; and it is an exception to these explanations tha 
are delineated in the two Adhikaranas contained in eutras ii.i.J, and 

Thus then the two characters of verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘Denotativeness’; and in connec¬ 
tion with this, we have a consideration of tlm character of Mantras ; and 
then follow the definition, &c., of these ; and thus these definitions, etc., 
treated of to the very end of the Pada, are indirectly connected with the 

main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference among Actions as 

bused upon the difference of words, and repetition (of lnj unctions) the 
sfitra w ill point out, under the Adhikarana on ‘ Paurnam&sya (Li.u.3 et 
. .. .... exception to the fact of ‘Repetitions being a ground of 

difference • because in the particular case in question the frequent 
petitions are taken only as explanatory to the whole context, i ien 
It an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikaranas m sutras 
£. Q tn 20 Then the sfitra proceeds to point out the difference among 
o' , as based upon differences of Number, Vane and Properties; 
^ lTl - treatment of the difference of properties goes on till the com- 
and ' ‘ o£ the treatment of the differences of context ; and this 

“TTs till the beginning of the Adhikarana treating of the differences 
oi-'t'l !'IBrandies or Rescissions of the Vedas. And herein is also contain¬ 
ed a denial of any other ground of difference among actions, save the six, 

treated o|i above. ^ ^ ole 8ubject . matter of the Adhyayn on Differences 
■ taken op in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the difference 
f titL being based upon the difference of name, repetition, difference 
°i actio and difference of context. And it is necessary to explain 

of props • because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 

tu. 8 factI. W, bee. of the relalion , hip of eutoe „ iencj 

; and as for othor facts, the present is n„ opportunity for 
any mention of these. 
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Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyaya be shown. Because 
(1} the relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, etc., 
is dependent upon a due ascertainment of differences among actions; 
(2) it is only when the action has been duly cognised that there 
can be any question as to a person being entitled to its perform¬ 
ance; and (3) it is only when the Injunctions have been duly com¬ 
prehended that there can be a transference of the properties of one 
action to another. 

That is to 3 ay, until the means of knowledge has been duly defined 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda ; and as such 
no discussion as to the marks of difference among actions (treated of in 
Adhy&ya II) can be introduced ; and inasmuch as it is only in the case of 
actions that have been found to be different, that there can be any idea 
either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary ' Adhyaya III), 
or of their usefulness or otherwise (Adhyaya IV) or of the order of their 
performance (Adhyaya V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had throughly considered the marks of difference among actions; 
so too, it is only when the character of the action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a 
certain person is entitled to its performance or not (Adhyaya VJ); and thus 
we find that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing 
Adhy&yas. In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII-XIJ, treating as they do 
of the transference of properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunc¬ 
tions; and as such the whole of this latter half of the sutras is found to 
be dependent upon the whole of the former half. 

Thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pram an a next 
conics that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adhyaya II. 


Adhikarctna I . — Bli&v&iihcxdJi ikarana 

[Dealing with Apftrya.] 

SfjTRAS 1-4. 

The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana has been stated 
thus :—Which is the word in an injunction to which the Apiirva is related ; 
and which would on that account indicate the difference or non-difference 
among the Apurvas leading up to the results, and thence also among the 
activ>ns themselves? 

The first step to the answer of this question is that the Apiirva is 
related to only one word in the injunctive sentence ; and the second that 
it is related either to the noun or to the verb. This then leads to the 
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^filial question—to “which of these two, the noun or the verb, is the Apilrva 
related ? The answer to this question is contained in the present Adhi- 
karana. 

The Pflrvapaksa to the Adhikarana is not contained in the sfitras. 
It has been thus stated by Kumarila :— 

“ All the words signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
well-known entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
Instrumentality, &c.; and lienee it is through this that they come 
to be related to the result. As a rule the result, being a thing yet to 
be accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument, which is an 
already accomplished entity, and not in that of another result. Thus then, 
the substances signified by Nouns, being well-established entities, are 
capable oi supplying this need of the result; which need cannot be supplied 
by the verb, which itself is something yet to be accomplished. For these 
reasons, the result must be admitted to follow from the substance, &c., 
signified by Nouns, and not from verbs.” 


SIDDHANTA. 



u r \ % \ \ n 


vrrwf; Bh&varth&h, indicative of Bhavanas. OT^r.’ Kanna^abddh, 
verbs, Tebhyafr, from these. Kriya, apftrva Pratiyeta, is 

known, qq Esa, this. Hi, because. ^4: Arthah, object; fact. Vidhi- 

yate. is laid down. 

1. All verba are indicative of Bhavanas; and the know¬ 
ledge of the Apftrva proceeds from these ; because this is 
what is laid down.—1. 

That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhfivana bring about the 
cognition of the accomplishment of the Apftrva; because the particular 
fact that one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice is laid 
down by these. 

That the result cannot be related to the noun follows from the very 
nature of nouns (see See. 31 ; Nouns are the names of things already ac¬ 
complished, and not standing in need of any thing else,—being self-sufli- 
cient in their denotation. That word, on the other hand, to which the 
main result is related, must, as a matter of fact, be something that has 
yet to be accomplished, and as such stands- in need of such agencies as 
would help in its accomplishment. Jt. is only verbs that are found to be 
expressive of things that do not already exist at the time, but iiave got to 
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[fcomplished with the help of certain agencies. And inasmuch as the j 
Apurva also is something that is yet to be accomplished, it is to the verb 
that it must be closely related. 

As to how the Apdrva is related to the verb, this may be thus ex¬ 
plained :—Every verb in an injunctive sentence is found to be made up of a 
verbal root and the injunctive affix. This affix denotes what has been 
called ‘ vidhi ’ or, more technically, ‘ blifwana,’ by which is meant the ac¬ 
tivity of the agent towards a certain course of action. That is to say, the 
injunctive affix in the word ‘ yajeta 1 signifies that the agent must put 
forth his effort towards a definite end.” This is what has been called the 
‘ Arthibhavana ; ’ while the factor of prompting that accompanies the in¬ 
junctive is called the " iSabdi-blmvana.” But in the present connection 
it is the ‘ Arthi-bhavan& ’ that concerns us. 

As soon as we have realised the above import of the ‘ bh&vana,’ we 
are confronted by the following three questions—(1) what is it that is to 
be accomplished by the effort of the agent ? (2) by what is it to be ac¬ 
complished ? and (3) how is to be accomplished? As for the first ques¬ 
tion, it naturally follows that it is the desirable result mentioned in the 
sentence that has to be accomplished ; as regards the second, t.ho answer is 
supplied by the particular action expressed by the verbal root in connec¬ 
tion with which the injunctive affix appears,— in the case of the word 
‘yajeta,’ the action of yftga, sacrifice, denoted by the root ‘yaji’; and lastly, 
as regards the third question, the answer is supplied by the details of 
procedure laid down in the Veda in connection with the action. Thus it is 
to the verb alone that the result can be related, both grammatically and 
materially ; and hence it is the injunctive verb alone that can show 
whether or not any two Apdrvas are different; and this would help to 
determine if any two actions expressed by the two verbs are one and the 


same or different. 

A question is here raised as to how is it that in the case of the 
injunctive verb ‘ yajeta,’ the root is set aside and the ‘ bliavana ’ is said to 
be signified by the affix alone, the meaning of the injunctive affix being 
laid down as ‘ bhavayet ’ ? The affix in bhavayeta is the same as that in 
1 yajeta,’ ; what then is the use of adding the root ‘ Bhftvi ’ in explaining 
the meaning of the root of ‘ yajeta.’ 

To this question Kumarila offers the following answer 

“ In all cases, it is a general rule that when the verbal conj ugational 
affix denotes the action of an agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, 
then the sense of * karoti ’ (accomplishes) is recognised as co-extensive with 
the meaning of the verb. There are certain roots, added to which, a 
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conjugational affix signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his 
acquiring his own existence,— e.g., ‘ is,’ ‘ exists,’ and the like. In the case 
of other roots, when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the 
action signified is that which firings about the existence of something else, 
—e.g., ‘ sacrifices,’ 1 gives,’ ‘ cooks,’ and the like. And the word ‘ vyapara ’ 
(‘action’) signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar 
potencies, moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an 
existence in the past, and in the future,—as moved from its former position 
and not reached the next. And in the case of some verbs it is the agent 
himself that is cognised as being in this position ; while in that of others, 
where the agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence 
in a case where the agent himself happens to he in the said unsettled posi¬ 
tion, he stands in need of something else, for the fulfiment of his own exist¬ 
ence ; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘ karoti ; ’ when, however, the 
agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment of 
something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karoti’ (does). Thus it is that 
when oue asks ‘kirn karoti’ (what does he do?) the reply given is 
* patfiati ’ (‘ reads ’), which latter combines within itself the generic (‘ karoti ’) 
as well as the specific action (‘ patfiati ’) [since the word ‘ pathati ’ = ‘pfttham 
karoti ’ ]; whereas in reply to the same question there can be no such 
reply as—* bhavati ’ (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugations} affixes that signify the 
actions of agents that are well-established entities, have the sense of 
< karot i ’ ( accomplishes ). And as such there must be something to he ac¬ 
complished ; because unless there is something to he accomplished the word 
‘ karoti ’ is never used, and it is the nominative of the verb ‘ to be ’ (bha¬ 
vati) that becomes the objective of ‘ karoti.’ That is to say, the verb 
‘karoti’ being transitive, unless there is something to he accomplished, 
the sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that 
all nouns, in whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening minor 
actions ; and then it is that with reference to the principal action, they 
come to’be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the case 
of each individual principal action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. And accord¬ 
ing to this rule we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the 
action ‘ to be ’ is the objective of the action * karoti.’ 

u * h 

Sarvesam, of all (words.) Bh&vali, instrumentality of the 
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ApOrva as related to the BhAvarA. Arthalt, meaning. ^ Iti chet, 

if it be urged. 

2. If it be urged that the instrumentality of Apurva 
forms the meaning of all words.—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

Against the first sfitra the following objection is raised :—“ Asa matter 
of fact we find that it is not only the verb that signifies the instrumen- 
Uility of the Apurva, but the noun also ; so there is nothing to justify the 
view that the Apurva is expressed only by the affix attached to the verb.” 

W*f 5TOTft, 3FRT- 

%«r: ^i^r^ rv # sratir n \ u 

atsrf Yesftm, whose. suffer Utpattau, on utterance, ft Sve, its. uSru Prayoge, 
as applied to the object denoted by them, JjRrqsn®*: Rupopalabdhih, there is 
direct cognition of the form of the object denoted. aiR T&ni, those. Rep# 
Namani, are names, SfRTf* fasmat, therefore. Tebhyafc, for their sake, 

tutfrfgr ParakanksS, need of another. vifrRR BhQtatvat, because they are 
accomplished entities. t% TOR Sve Prayoge, so far as their use and denota¬ 
tion are concerned. 

3. [The answer is that] Such words on the utterance 
whereof for the denotation of objects, the forms of the 
objects denoted are directly cognised, are nouns; and as 
such they do not stand in need of anything else, specially 
as the objects denoted are accomplished entities at the 
time that the words are used.—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

la answer to the above objection it is explained that nouns denote 
things ; and as things are well-accomplished entities, they do not stand 
iu absolute need of anything for the sake of whose connection the signifi¬ 
cation of such a transcendental thing as the ‘ Apurva would have to be 
assumed ; for instance, when the noun ’ Somena is found used in the sen¬ 
tence ‘ somena yajeta’ it signifies the particular substance ‘soma’ and 
there the matter ends; and for comprehending the full signification of 
♦his noun we do not want anything else ; hence the noun could have no 
necessary connection either with the BLulvana or, through it, with the 
Apurva. The case of the verb which signifies something yet to be 
accomplished is entirely different. This is made clear in the next sfitra. 

17 
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w # mrm f rn^n^rmrf^ ; 

cTWTrf^f: aRft^rTTP^WTrl || 2 II 

Iwi Yesam, whose. g Tu, on the other hand. Utpattau, on ut¬ 
terance. *s$r Sve Arthe, with regard to their objects, Prayogaft, 

use. ?r ftwr Na Vidyate, is not found, rfifn T&ni, those. 9TP5qraif% Akhyat&ni, 
are verbs, therefore. Tebhyah, by means of these. JTfftecT 

Pratiyeta (the Apfttva) would be cognised. ^nffsTrr^rfl Aaritatv&t, on account 
of being dependent. Jr%n€®( Prayogasya, of their use. 

A. Such words, on the other hand, on whose utterance 
the objects denoted by them are not found to be present at 
the time, are verbs ; therefore, it is by means of these that 
the Apflrva should be cognised ; specially as wliat is signi¬ 
fied by such words is dependent (upon other factors).—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the sentence “ womens yajeta ” the verb ‘yajeta’ denotes something 
which is yet to be accomplished. Hence it requires the mention of such 
factors as the means of accomplishing it, the purpose served by its accom¬ 
plishment and the process by wbicli the accomplishment is brought about, 
and so forth. Thus as the Apflrva ‘ is ' one of these factors, it is naturally 
more closely connected with the verb than with the noun. 


Adhikarana. 11 .— {There is such a thing as Apurva.) 

SttTRA II. i-5 

grow: ii * ii 

HTCrTT Cliodana, Apflrva. g?r: Punah, and. Arambbah, injunction. 

5. And Apurva exists because of the Injunctions (of 
actions.)—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

The above discussion as to the means of the comprehension of Apflrva 
has presupposed the existence of the Apflrva itself. But inasmuch as 
its existence is not generally admitted the present sfltra is introduced with 
a view to establish the existence of Apurvas. 

The Turvapaksa supplied from outside is as follows :—“ Any such 
thing as Apurva cannot be perceived by the senses, because it has 
neither colour, nor taste, nor touch, nor smell, nor sound ; nor is it 
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Usable by means of inference, because if- has never been found 
to be actually concomitant with any other thing whose presence might 
lead to the infeience of an Apftrva on the basis of that concomitant; nor 
is it amenable to verbal cognition ; as we find no mention of it in the 
Vedas; nor is it amenable to analogical cognition ; as having never been 
perceived, nothing could be known as similar to it, which makes all. analogy 
impossible; lastly, it cannot be known through presumption ; as there is 
nothing that cannot be explained without the assumption of the Apfirva. 
Thus the only prainana to which the Apurva is amenable is negation ; 
which means that no such thing exists.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhftnta, as formulated 
in the above sfitra. Inasmuch as sacrifices have been laid down for 
the purpose of certain definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long 
time—such deferred fruition of the action would not be possible, unless J 
there was an intervening agency of the Apurva. That is to say, the 
apparent inconsistency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results 
as the attaihmeYitof Heaven, etc., laid down in the Veda,—points to the 
fact tli at the existence of the Apflrva also is laid down in the Veda itself; 
and as such it is quite authoritative. 

The Thirvapaksa argument against the assumption of ApCirva is 
thus stated by Prabh&kara:—“The injunction imparted by the injunctive 
word only urges the agent to the performance of a certain action, and not 
towards anything desired by him ; the action is something ephemeral, and 
is not present immediately before the attainment of heaven by the agent; 
hence in order to meet these difficulties we must accept the sacrifice itself 
to he either everlasting, or bringing about a certain faculty in the agent, 
or the favours of the deity ; and there is no reason for assuming any such 
tiling as the Apurva.” 

In answer to the above, lie continues— 


‘ At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that, the 
injunction prompts the agent to action ; what the injunction really does 
is to prompt him to exertion ; and the particular action denoted by the 
root is only the object of that exertion. [Thus then, what is denoted by 
the injunctive sentence is the ‘Niyoga’ (decree or mandate,); this ‘man¬ 
date ’ urges the man to exertion ; and this ‘ exertion ’ pertains to some sort 
of action (denoted by the verb)]. The assumption that the action itself is 
everlasting is against all evidence ; the self also is, by its very omnipre¬ 
sence, inactive; hence what brings about the final result cannot abide 
in the self/ 
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The above passage from the Bfihati is not quite clear; nor has it 
been possible for us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of the com¬ 
mentary, Rijuvimala. But the whole subject is discussed, from the 
Prabhiikara standpoint, in the Pr ak arana p anch i k a (page 185 el seq.) from 
which the following may be gleaned :— 

There can be no doubt as to the ephemeral character of the sacri¬ 
fice itself ; it is borue out by everyday experience. Nor can the 
sacrifice he held to he laid down for the purpose of obtaining the favour 
of the deity ; as there is no evidence in support of this ; as a matter of 
fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that purpose ; the deity is 
only one to whom the offering is made ; and we could please a deity by 
only such acts as could reach it; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different men at all times ; speci¬ 
alty because no deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the 
view that the verb with the injunctive affix expresses an action tending to 
produce in the agent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of 
the final result. This is the view favoured by Kunuirila. We cannot accept 
this view ; as there is no proof for the postulating of the appearance of any 
such faculty in the agent. That the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not 
proved either by Perception or by Inference, or even by Verbal Authority, 
—there being no Vedic texts pointing to any such faculty ; specially as 
we find that the action is brought about by the exertion of the agent ; and 
therefore the casual potency must reside in this exertion, -which exertion 
therefore should be denoted by the injunctive sentence. The assumption 
of the faculty in question might be said to he proved by presumption, 
based upon the consideration that the action cannot be the cause of the 
final result, without some such faculty lasting during the time intervening 
between the completion of the action and the appeaxatnce of the result. 
But what presumption can justify us in assuming is some faculty or potency 
in that thing itself which is found to he incapable in the absence of that 
faculty ; so in the case in question, the presumption can only point to 
some faculty in the action, and not in the agent ; what appeal's in the agent 
cannot be regarded as belonging to the action ; hence what is brought 
about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot be regarded as produced 
by the action. 

The whole matter of what the Blmtta calls ‘ Aptirva ’ and the 
Prabhakara ‘ Niyoga,’ is thus explained in the Prakaranapanohik& 
(p. 187):- 

(1) The second aphorism of Adhyaya I has shown that what the 
injunctive sentence denotes is k&rya, something to he brought about. (2) In 
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^g^fcegining of Adhy&ya VI, it has been sbowrfthat, of this kSrya denoted^ 
by the sentence, the niyojya—•».<?., the person prompted to its bringing 
about—-is one who is desirous of acquiring for himself some desirable 
result in the shape of Heaven and the like,—this being related to the 
k&rya. (3) In the B&dary&dlnkarana (III. i. 3) it has been proved that it is 
the k&rya that, is the direct cause of the production of that desirable 
result which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompted person. 
(41 In the Devat&dhikarana (Sfl. IX. i. the Bhiisya has shown that 
this lcarya cannot be the act (of sacrificing, for instance); as this act can¬ 
not possibly be the direct cause of the final result , noi could it be hole, 
to lead to the result through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is 
offered; nor can it be regarded as leading to the result through a certain 
potency in the agent; and it is well known that either the act itself, or any 
potency abiding in itself, does not last long enough to bring about the 
result,. ( 5 ) [ n the Apflrv &dhikarana (IT. h 5) , w,e have the . fina l oonc lu- f 
sions led up to by all the above adhikarantts : That which, is denoted I 
bj^tTie injunctive affix and other factors of the injunction is the karya 
inhering in the agent who is prompted by the sentence, and as connected 
with whom the k&rya is indicated ; as this ,k.Cu-y.;i, .is .not cognisa ble by 
any pther means of knowledge, it, has been calh(d.. Ap.ur.va, 

"new, not known before. The connection of 'this karya with the agent 
an(l 'the actum may be thus traced The karya by its very nature is 
something brought about by kriti, or operation ; and this operation is 
none other than the exertion of the agent. In the BhavArtb&dhikarana 
(IT. i. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, independently 
of some act, ’denoted by the verbal root. Hence wlmt the injunctive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating 
to that act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, comes to be 
spoken of as the instrument by which that prompting is accomplished as 
shown under HI. i. 3, Even though the karya is brought into existence 
at a time other than that of the appearance of the final result, jet, inas¬ 
much as it is inseparably related to the prompted agent,,—in whom the 
desire for that result is present,—there is nothing incongruous in regard¬ 
ing that karya as the direct cause of the result. This karya has been 
called Apurva by the BhAtjya by reason of its being something new to 
all other means of knowledge, save the injunctive sentence, but the 
name given to it by Prabh&kara is Niyoga or prompting, by reason of the 
fact that it acts as an incentive to the prompted person (Niyojya) and 
makes him put forth an exertion towards the accomplishment of the 
action denoted by the verbal root. This karya or Niyoga is expressed 
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by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive affix, nor by any other 
word in tlie sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence as a whole ; all 
other necessary factors being expressed by the several words of the 
sentence individually, what the sentence as a whole expresses is this 
Niyoga as related to the prompted person expressed by one of the 
words in the sentence, (i.e., the word signifying the result, the person 
desiring which is the prompted person). That the Niyoga is thus ex¬ 
pressed by the sentence is also proved by the fact that the general 
rule is that, that which is the principal thing made known by the 
sentence forms its denotation; and there is no doubt that of all 
things made known by the sentence, the Niyoga is the most impor¬ 
tant ; for even though the final result has all the appearance of 
the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga that is really such, 
because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it is 
also the immediate effect of the action performed ; and further because 
the result also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view 
of the fact that the result enters as one of the factors necessary for the 
, making up of the full character of the Niyoga. To explain-—The Niyoga 
cannot be a true Niyoga until there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompt¬ 
ed to exertion, as without exertion there can be no Niyoga; then again, 
without the agent there can be no exertion ; nor can an agent put forth the 
exertion-and be a Niyojya—until he is entitled to the undertaking 
resulting from that exertion ; and lastly, it is only the person desiring 
the result issuing from the undertaking that is entitled to its perform¬ 
ance ; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result becomes a neces¬ 
sary factor in the Niyoga ; this relation between the Niyoga and the 
result being similar to that between the master and the servant; without 
the servant the master cannot be a true ‘ master,’ and yet it is the master 
that is the more important person of the two. 

The Prakararrapanchikft raises an interesting question here 

“ Granted that the injunctive sentence—' One desiring heaven 
should perform the Jyotietoma,’—expresses the Niyoga as proceeding 
from the action of Jyoti|Dpina sacrifice, and as being the direct cause of 
attaining heaven. But just as the sacrifice, being an effect, lias only an 
ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till the appearance of the result, 

_ so i n the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, could not but be 

transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the result. 
Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been 
put forward, fails to be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground 
entirely from under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Aphrva.” The 
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fails to answer this objection satisfactorily. All that he says r 
that the Niyoga does not bring about the result immediately after it itself 
comes into existence, because in its action towards the bringing about 
of the result, it stands in need of certain auxiliaries, which are not always 
available, and until whose appearance the result cannot appear. This 
explanation does not meet the difficulty that the Niyoga itself cannot, 
and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. He has explained 
in another place that it is through the prompted agent that the Niyoga, 
though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the resuit. 
This, however, is as much as to say that the Niyoga produces something 
in the agent, which latter something brings about the result; and 
thus tlxis much-vaunted theory of the Prabhakara is found to be loss 
acceptable than the Bhatta view, by which the action,—of sacrificing— 
itself produces a certain faculty in the agent, which faculty brings about 
the result at the proper time; while Prabhakara appears to assume a 
Niyoga intervening between the action and the something lasting that is 
produced in the agent, he does not call it faculty, but which comes to be 
the same. In order to meet the difficulty fklikanatha has been forced 
to call in the aid of ‘ Fate ; * he says that it is only when the Niyoga 
is aided by Fate that it brings about the result. This, after all, is a 
very poor explanation to be offered by the ‘ MimamsanisnAta ’ as he has 
called the followers of Prabhakara. 

Another question arising in this connection is that, what has been 
said above may be all right so far as those actions are concerned which 
are laid down as to be performed with a view to a certain result ; but 
how would it apply to those actions which are to be performed merely 
in fulfilment of a duty incumbent upon all persons, without reference 
to any result, or to those passages that lay down the non-doing of certain 
acts. ? The answer to this is that, in the explanation of Niyoga, the 
Prabhakara has brought in the result , not as something desired by the 
agent, but only as something the presence of which makes a person 
entitled to the performance of a certain act ; in the case of those actions 
then, that are laid down as necessary duties to be performed throughout 
life , any person icho is endowed with life being entitled to the performance 
of those acts, the character of the agent becomes fully accomplished ; and 
this is all that is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga. 

By Kumdrila’s view the Apurva is ‘ a capability in the principal action, 
or in the agent, which did not exist prior to the performance of the action, 
and whose existence is proved by the authority of the scriptures.’ Before 
the sacrifices laid down as leading to heaven are performed, there is in 
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stated systematically in the NyayamalAvistara : — 

« (i) The sentence—' one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices ’— 
lavs down the fact that the sacrifice is instrumental in the bringing about 
of* the attainment of heaven. (2) Then arises the question—how can the 
sacrifice, which ceases to exist at the moment that it is complete, bring 
about the result at a much later time ’? (3) The answer to this is that 

the sacrifice accomplishes the final result through the agency of. the force 
called Apfirva. (4) A further question arises—how is the Apfirva brought 
into existence ? (5) The answer is—by the performance of the sacrifice.” 

In all simple sacrifices, there is a single Apftrva leading to a single 
result. But there are certain elaborate sacrifices which are highly 
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complex, being made up of a number of subsidiary sacrifices ; such for 
instance, as the Darslapaurnamasa sacrifices. In all such sacrifices, 
there are, as a rule, four kinds of Apurva : —-(I) Tho Plialapfirva— 
that which brings about the result directly, and which is the immediate 
cause of the result ; (2) the Sarnudayfipfirva—in the Darffa-pauvna- 
mnsa sacrifices, the three sacrifices performed on tho New Moon day 
form one group and the three performed on the Full Moon day another 
group ; each of these groups occurring at different points of time could 
not have a single Apftrva ; hence each group has a distinct Apfirm of 
its own, the two Apfirvas combining to produce the final Phalapurva ; 
and each of these distinct Apfirvas is called a ‘Sarnudayfipfirva’ ; (3) the 
Utpattyapfirva— he., the three Apfirvas following from each of the three 
sacrifices forming the Darda group ; these three Apfirvas lead to the 
Sarnudayfipfirva of the ‘ Paurnamftsa ’ group, leads to the final Phalapurva; 
(4) the Aftgapfirva—each of these sacrifices of the group is made up 
of a number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a 
distinct Apurva of its own ; as otherwise the act could not help in the 
final Phalapurva. 


The purpose served by this Adhikarana has been thus explained in the 
Tantravartika “ If the result were directly connected, not to a trail- i 
scendental apfirva but, to the material offered into the fire and such other 1 
visible accessories of the sacrifice, then there would be transcendental l 
results following front each of these factors. And thus in tho case 
of any particular material being lost, or otherwise rendered useless, during 
the performance of a sacrifice, it would be absolutely impossible to 
finish the sacrifice with a substitute. In case, however, the result is 
related to the action, the use'of the material would be merely a visible 
one ; arid as such its place could very well be taken by its substitute, 
which is equally capable of fulfilling that visible purpose.” 


Adhikarana IJJ.—Divisions of Action into Primary 
and Secondary. 
s&tra n-i-e. 

cfTR t‘4 II * K || 

Tani, those aforesaid verbs. Dvaidham, are of two kinds. 

Gunapradh/lnabbCUam, being primary and secondary. 

6. u Verbs (and actions denoted by them) are of two 

kinds—primary and secondary.”—6. 

18 












It would seem from the above that there is always an Apflrva in 
connection with each distinct verb ; consequently the author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary actions (which latter 
alone are followed by an Apflrva.) But on this point we have the follow¬ 
ing PArvapahsha .—“ AH verbs having the common character of a verb, 
inasmuch as the potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be 
accomplished, is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the 
actions denoted by all verbs are all primary. That is to say, so long as a 
definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about an 
Apflrva. Consequently, like the verb ' yajati ’ (offers a sacrifice), the 
meaning of the verbs (‘ avahanti ’), and the like also have so many distinctly 
useful purposes served by the corn, &c. That is to say, just as the sacri¬ 
ficing is accomplished by the material offered, so is the threshing accom¬ 
plished by the com that is threshed. And as such the threshing must 
bring about an Apflrva.’ 

To the above, we make the following reply 

Siddhanta .—In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the 
noun and and the verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any 
distinct purpose can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; 
which cannot be in the case of any other action ; and such a supposition 
would be absolutely groundless. That is to say, in all cases where a 
certain action is related to a certain material, inasmuch as no action 
can be accomplished without a certain material, the material, beiDg in 
the first instance found to bring about the action, is at once taken 
as serving the distinctly visible purpose of accomplishing the action. 
Subsequently, however, in certain cases the action turns upon itself 
and imparts an aid to the material itself (as in the case of threshing 
which serves to purify the corn); while in other cases, the action rests 
within itself, its sole purpose lying in its own fulfilment (as in the 
case of Sacrificing). And in this latter case,[there naturally arises in us 
a desire to know what the use of the action would be ; and as no visible 
purpose is found to be served, we can always assume a transcendental one 
(in the shape of an Apurva). In that case, however, where the action is 
found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment of a visible purpose—such 
as the preparation of rice, for instance,—we can have no business to assume 
a transcendental purpose ; and the Injunction of the action having been 
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justified by a visible purpose, the action is not recognised as bringing 
about any transcendental result. 


Adhikarana 111(A)—Definition of the Primary Action. 


SUTRA II-i-7 


h fsrafrsqa, sift wmjurft, 
gmgwmg ti vs u 

Yail.i, by means of which. jssj Dravyam, a material substance. f? Na, 
not. Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or putified. HTH laoi. 

those, PradhAnabhOtAui, are primary actions. jfoUftt l)i avyasya, ol 

the substance. gilPiJrWil Gunabliutatv&t, because of being a secondaiy lactoi. 

7. Those actions that are not meant to be productive 
or purificatory of material substances are Primary, because 
the material substance is a secondary factor. *• 

COMMENTARY. 

The reason for this is that those actions which do not serve to 
bring into existence any material substance, or to produce a certain 
peculiarity in a substance already extant-cannot but be regarded as 
bringing about transcendental results, and as such being ‘ primary.’ 


Adhikarana 111(B).— Definition of Secondary Actions. 

sflTRA ll-i-8. 

gttrcaar sirfi^rcT, asr 

sfsgaurs^Ts; ii H 

Yaib, by means of which. 3 I u, while ^ Dravyam,|a material substance. 
Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or purified, gur Guiiaji, secon¬ 
dary. Tatra, in that case. srUur Pratlyeta, should be recognised. 

J asya, in regard to these. DravyapradhAnatvat, on account of the 

material substance being the dominant factor. 

8. While those that tend to produce or purify a 
material substance are to lie recognised as secondary, because 
in regard to these the material substance is the dominant 
factor.—8. 
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COMMENTARY. 

rhose actions, however, that either produce a material,— e.g., the fire 
by the Laying , or accomplish or prepare it, — e.g., the preparing of the 
priest by appointment ,—or purify it,— e.g., the purifying of the corn by 
threshing f, or the preparing of the rice by grinding —are all subsidiary 
ones, because they are always subservient to the preparation of the 
material* 

Without the aforesaid differentiation of actions into primary and 
secondary, we would have the following anomalies.:—If there were no 
such distinction, even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Priyangu, the threshing , which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyangu., would come to be applied to this vrihi corn, because accord- 
ing to that theory the threshing is also a primary action, and as such 
the material mentioned along with it (viz,, the vrihi) could not set aside 
the secondary material; just as in the case of the butter in connection 
vvitli the prydjas ; arid consequently the threshing could not he removed 
from the vrihi. Whereas in accordance with the Siddkdnta, the secondary 
material would be set aside because the material that is of use in the 
primary action is affected by the preparatory actions also; and hence 
the Priyangu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to 
undergo all. the processes of threshing, washing, &c. 

It may be noted here that the distinction of actions into ‘primary’ 
and * secondary ’ is distinct from the subject of VAtiga * or ‘ Sesa 1 
(Subsidiary) and ‘ Aftgin ’ (Principal;; as the former refers to actions alone, 
while the latter is a relationship subsisting between actions on the one 
hand and Substances, Qualities and Purifications on the other . This 
latter forms the subject-matter of Adhyftya III. 


Adhikarana IV.—The character of Primary does not belong 
to such actions as the cleaning of the sruba, etc. 

Sf/TJRA li-i-0 to 12. 

“ WTCT 3 SRU ” \\ 11 

vjjfar% Dharmam&tre, in the case of all actions, 3 Tu, but. $$ Karma, 
character of primary action. ^^Trf. Sy at, there would be. Anirvritteb, 

because of the non-fulfilment of any visible effect, Pryajavat, as in the 

case of the Praydja sacrifice 

9. “ Actions would have the primary character; because 

of their not producing any visible effects.”— 9. 
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COMMENTARY. 

In the course of a sacrificial performance there are many such actions 
as the sanctifying of the various implements, Sruva , etc.; and with regard 
to these the question arises as to whether these should be regarded as 
Primary or Secondary Actions. 

The Pilrvapak$a view on this point is as followsWe may regard 
those actions as secondary which produce some visible effect, either in 
the shape of a material substance or in that of some perceptible 
change in a substance. But so far as the purely sanctificatory actions 
are concerned they are not found to produce any ].>erceptible effect; 
<\g. y when a little water is sprinkled over the sugar, the sanctification that 
is produced in it is a purely imperceptible one. Consequently, as these 
actions are not productive of either a material substance or a visible effect, 
we cannot but regard them as “ primary ” according to sfttra (7). 

II U 

Tulya^rutitvAt, on account of the (similarity of mention, 

Va, but. Itaraih, to others, snw Sadharmah, similar. SyAt, should be, 

10. But on account of the similarity of mention 
they should be similar to others.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

Sutra (10) represents the Siddhcinta view which is as follows:— 

As a matter of fact we find that in all the texts that speak of second¬ 
ary actions, the material substance, or the effects therein meant to be 
produced, is always expressed by means of words with the accusative end¬ 
ing ; for instance, ‘ vrihin avahanti/ ‘ purodatfam prafchayafci.’ Jn the texts 
that speak of the actions under consideration we find the same fact, e.g f> 
‘mibam sammUr^V Thus as in both cases the words used are similar, 
there is no reason why the sanctifying of the sruva should not be taken 
in the same category as the threshing of the corn. Thus, even though 
the subsidiary character of such actions is not proved by the appearance 
of any perceptible result, yet we have for it the authority of the Vedie 
word itself. 


‘‘sT^Tq^T” ffrf % li \\ II 

5fS3ftq%!(r: DravyopadesSafc, (there is) mention of the material substance. 
Sfa Iti chet, if it he urged. 

11. If it, be argued that “ there is such mention of 
the material substance [in the case of primary actions 
also].”—li. 
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The argument on which the SiddhAnta has been based is that the 
accusative ending in sruvam ’ makes the substance Srum the predomi¬ 
nant factor, and thereby makes the action secondary. But as a matter 
of fact, this argument cannot be accepted as conclusi ve ; as we meet with 
many instances where the accusative ending is used in connection with 
the names of materials where the material is distinctly intended to be 
the secondary factor and the action to be the primary factor ; e.y. f such 
sentences as sdhtun julioti . eh a kapdlam juhotL Thus the mere fact of the 
sruva being mentioned with the accusative ending cannot make the 
action of its sanctification secondary. 

^T, \\ \ *11 

Na, not so Tadarthatv&t, because it is for the sake of that 

5ftFK^rt Lokavat, as in ordinary life. rtfS Tasya, of the material, Cha, yet. 
W'^fr^r^r; l^esahbfttatvAt, on account of its being subordinate. 

12. ft is not so, because it [the second case-ending 
in the passages cited also | denotes the accusative as in ordi¬ 
nary parlance; and yet the material [denoted by the word 
having the second case-ending] is subordinate [to the 
action].—12. 

COMMENTARY. 

According to rules of grammar the accusative ending always denotes 
predominance. As lor such expressions as 11 saktun julioti, in these 
the accusative ending implies the instrumental. This, however, is only 
a special case accepted for special reasons, and it does not alter the general 
rule that the accusative ending denotes predominance. 

The special circumstances bearing upon the sentence saktun 
julioti" are thus explained in the Tantrav&rtika:— 

In the word saktun the Accusative by itself expresses predominance 
only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence, 
we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That is to say, by 
its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses the objective, 
in the character of the predominant ; but this natural meaning is found, 
in. the sentence in question, to be incompatible with something more 
authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted ; then, finding that the 
character of tb okavcika or case-relation is also indicated b\ the Accusative, 
as its invariable concomitant, we accept this indicated meaning of the 
Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest of the sentence ; which thus 
comes to mean that the Saktu has something to do ivitli the accomplishment 
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of the Homa. But such generic agency not being of much use, we naturally 
seek for a specific function of the Saktu ; and thus come to the conclusion 
that it must be taken as the Instrument., specially in accordance with the 
law that ‘ that which is an accomplished entity is laid down for the sake 
of that which is yet to be accomplished ’—as propounded in Sutra VJ. i. 1. 

Question .—“But in what way do you find the predominance of the 
Saktu incompatible with the rest of the sentence ? M 

Reply .— Only that substance is held to be an object of purification, 
or preparation, which has already been utilised or is to be utilised ; as for 
the Saktu, it is never going to be used after the Homa ; nor has it ever 
been utilised before. That is to say, only that substance which is found to 
have been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future 
time, is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attains pre¬ 
dominance with reference to the action, And when the substance concern¬ 
ed is such as has never been utilised, nor is going to be utilised, any 
purification ol that would be absolutely useless ; and hence any injunction 
of such preparation would be wholly purposeless. The Saktu in question 
is sucli that it is never used before the Homa ; rtor can it be used after it, 
having been turned into ashes; specially as there is no Injunction as to 
any such ashes of Saktu being used. Under the circumstances, the only 
alternatives that we have are—(1) that the whole sentence is absolutely 
useless, or (2) that the Accusative is to he taken in its indirect sense. And 
the authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be 
no hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It is a common fact 
that the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, when¬ 
ever it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility). 
And the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
signification oi the word. It is for these reasons that we accept the sen¬ 
tence in question to be an injunction of a Homa with the Saktu as the 
necessary material, such an Injunction being in keeping with the context 
in which it occurs. 

The practical purpose of the Adhikarana is as follows (1) In the 
primary sacrifice, there being many auxiliaries to the cleaning of the sruk, 
we conclude that the number of such auxiliaries must be three only, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kapinjala ’ (XI.i.38-45); and hence 
even when there is a multiplication of vessels,—as in the case of the 
* ParfuchfiturmAsya,’ only three sruks would have to be cleaned, in accordance 
with the theory of the Pfirvapaki^a. In accordance with the Siddh&nta, 
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on the other hand, all the srukaharo to be cleaned ; because of the necessity 
of repeating the purificatory process with each substance. (2) And again, 
in accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Patio ’ (IV.i.ll-l6), significance at¬ 
taching to the number ‘one,’ only one Paridhi would have to be cleaned, 
according to the P(lrvapak$a; while according to the Siddhanta, all the 
Par id his would have to be cleaned; and there would be some distinction 
made in a case where there is a multiplication of Paridhis. (3) And simi¬ 
larly, the circling round lire, believed (according to the Purvapak^a) to 
appertain to one cake, comes (according to the Siddhanta) to apply to all 
the cakes. (4) Similarly, according to the law “ Visaye laukikam sy&t, 
in the case of the sentence ‘ agnimupasamaclhaya stuvate,’ the cleaning 
would pertain to the ordinary fire, according to the Pfirvapaksa ; while 
according to the Siddhanta, the cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely 
useless, the cleaning laid down must appertain only to such sacrificial 
fires, as the ‘ Ahavaniya ’ and the like. 
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Adhikarana V. — Mahendrddhikarana : 

The Stuti and the Sastra Injmns are primary. 
stlTRAS IT—i—18 to 2.9. 

__ _> _, A - , r ! Tr rrm 

Stuta^astrayofy, from the stotra and sastra hymns, g 1 u » ,n 
reality, Sainskarah, (proceeds) a sanctification. YajyAvat, as in 

the case of Y&jy& hymns. DevatabhidhAuatvAt, because they 

signify deities. 

13. “ The Stotra and Sastra hymns bring about sancti¬ 
fication like the Yajya hymns, because they distinctly signify 
deities.”—13. 

COMMENTARY. 

i Stotra is the name of those hymns that consist of mantras capable 
of being set to music and sung,—as distinguished from the Sastra which is 
the name given to the hymns consisting of mantras not sung. The case 
of these is brought up as an exception to the general principle laid clown 
I in the eighth sfitra above. 

A hymn is that which describes tire relationship subsisting between 
an object and its properties; and as such, in the first instance, it is accom¬ 
plished by such objects and properties ; specially as in the absence of these 
the hymn would be mere words, and not capable of being called 
a “hymn.” Of these two again, inasmuch as the properties described 
do not form part of the action to be performed, they serve no useful pur¬ 
pose with regard to the action ; and as such they are taken absolutely as 
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ing the purpose of completing . tlu> liymn itself. Then the question 
arises—The hymn thus accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bring¬ 
ing about an idea of the object hymned? and as such, is it subservient to 
this latter? or, is it something independently by itself, leading to a certain 
transcendental result ? 

On this point we have the following Purvapatya :—“Inasmuch as 
we actually find the hymns perceptibly bringing about; a remembrance 
(of the Deity) that serves to accomplish the sacrifice, we cannot but admit 
them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

siddhAnta. 


w w 

372R Arihena, by its meaning,. 5 Tu, but. Apkrisyata, would be 

carried away. Devat AnAmachodanArthasya, to the mention of 

the deities’ name. GunablifttatvAt, because it would be subservient. 

14. But in that case the hymn would be carried 
away from its sphere hy the meaning [purpose served by it] ; 
because it woiild be subservient to the mention ot the deities’ 
name.—14. 


COMMENTARY. 

The sutra points out the fact of the Pflrvapak§a being contrary to 
other authoritlve evidences. 

That is to say, if fche hymn, in question consists of a Mantra, the 
object described in which does not exist at the time, then this object 
would carry away the hymn from its present context, and as such, there 
would be a setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, 
in a case where wo have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular 
hymn on a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the 
name of a Deity—as in the case of a Hyrrm addressed to Indra being laid 
down as to be sung in connection with the ‘ Mahendragraha 1 sacrifice,— 
the Injunction would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and 
hence in a case where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist (as in 
the case of the Mahendra Sacrifice)—the particular hymn will have to bo 
carried away from the Mahendra Sacrifice to another sacrifice where 
Indra might exist. And this would be a direct contradiction of what is 
authorised by the order and position of the hymn, Ac. The particular 
sequential order that would be contradicted in the present instance is that 
in which the Mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
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while the position contradicted would be—cither the mention of the hymn 
by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the particular context in which 
they occur. 


gwpf II v< II 

Valvar, like the word ‘ Va^<V Va, but, *3017# Gun&rtham, 
qualificatory. fsur* Syat, eould be. 

15. “ But the the word Mahendra could be taken as 

pointing to a qualification, exactly as in the case of the word 
‘vasa.’ ”—15. 


OMMENTARY. 

The Pfivvapakst offers on exaplanadon of the difficulty urged by 
the Siddlutnta in the preceding sutra. 

“The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Be¬ 
cause a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
something entirely different; in the case in question, however, the hymn 
in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the name 
‘.Mahendra ’; as the" words ‘ Tndra ’ and ‘ Mahendra ’ are non-different. 
That is to say, the Tndra that is hymned by the hymns in question is the 
same that is sacrificed to in the Mfthendra sacrifice ; and as such, the 
object referred to being actually present, wherefore should there be any 
necessity of carrying it away from its context? Nor is it absolutely 
necessary for the Mantra to make mention of every minute detail of 
the object connected with the sacrifice ; it is always found to mention 
something more or less than that, in accordance with its own capabi¬ 
lity, and as such it does not matter if the Injunction of the Hymn 
speaks of Indra only, without the qualification ‘ Maha.’ For these 
reasons, the Hymn should be taken as pointing to Indra as apart from any 
attributes, because much significance does not attach to the attributes, as 
the attributes are pointed out by the context, itself all this being exactly 
similar to the pointing out of materials apart from qualifications. Nor 
does the Deity consist of the word atone—as we shall show under Chapters 
IX and X. And hence Indra cannot be taken as different from 
Mahendra, simply on the ground of difference between the words. 

The example of the ‘ vasfa,’ ‘ barren goat ’ is cited in support of this ; 
though for Vayu, the texts lay down the barren goat, the animal, in all 
related mantras, is spoken of as ‘ goat ’ only. 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that that which is mentioned by 
the word ‘ Indra ’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahendra 


specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 
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ground for the charge 
these must be admitted to be 


n H u 

sr Na, this cannot be. sSrutisamvayitvat, because of the 

connection with the direct word of the Veda. 

16, This cannot be, as the mantra is connected with 
the direct word of the Veda.—16. 

COMMENTARY. 


It lias been urged above that the hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away. But this 
is not so; because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means avoid¬ 
able. For, if there were sufficient grounds for holding the identity of 
Indra and Mahendra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away 
the hymns; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinct difference 
between the two. 

To explain—In the case of the word ‘Mahendra' some fjeopleseeking 
to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra/ explain it etymologically 
as ‘MahAn , + ‘ Indrah r — ‘ Mahendrah’ (the Great Indra), and then 
4 Mahendro devata asya ’ becomes ‘ Mahendra/ (that Sacrifice of which the 
Great Indra is the presiding Deity). And in that case what the word 
4 M&hendrd* would signify would be that of which the presiding Deity is 
Indra as endowed with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation 
is not possible; as the signification of a word taken as one complete 
whole is always more authoritive than that which is sanctioned by its 
etymological constructions; and hence the word ‘Mahendra* more directly 
denotes a distinct Deity in the shape of Mahendra than it does the 4 Great 
I ndra/ 

Then again, if the word ‘ Mahendra ’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split; and if, in order to 
avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, then the 
word ‘Mahendra’ distinctly denotes something entirely different from 
Indra. 

For these reasons, the word ‘ Mahendra 5 cannot bo explained 
as that Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by 
greatness. What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent 
whole, independently of the component parts, as in that case alone could 
the nominal affix be rightly explaind. And thus it is established that 
Mahendra is a deity other than Indra. 
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Nor can it be urged that Indra himself came to be called ' Mahendra, 1 
the ‘ Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vrittra; 
as in that case the Veda, in which the word ‘ Mahendra ’ occurs, 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently, the mention of the hilling 
of Vfifctra must be taken as only eulogising ‘ Mahendra ,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete in itself. 

11 u ^ n 

Vyapaddabhedat, because of the difference of names. * Cha, 

alS0 * / \ 

17. Also because of the difference of the (two) 

names. 17. commentary. 

‘indra’ and ‘ Mahendra ’ must be regarded as two distinct deities 
for the very simple reason that the two names are distinct. 

FTT^T I) II ^ II 

Ounali, the qualification. Cha, further. Anarthakab, useless. 

W**’ Sy&t, would be. 

18. And further because the qualification would he 
useless.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient {i.e., natural or 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering into 
big deijic character, thenjits mention (in the sentence ‘ Mahendragraha,' Ac.) 
would bo absolutely useless. Because the only purpose for which a deity 
is spoken of, or enjoined, is to show how the particular action could be 
performed with reference to Him. And whether the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performance of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the 
qualification. 

m t n H h 

gzjr Tatha, As also Yajyapuroi uchol.i, In the case of the Yajyft 

and the Puroruch mantras. 

19. As also in the case of the Yajya and the Puroru¬ 
ch mantras.—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Yfljya and the PuronuvakyA, mantras are recited at sacrifices. 
By means of the Yajya mantras offerings to the Deities are thrown into 
the fire ; and by means of the Puronuv&kya mantras the Deities are invoked. 
Both these sets of mantras make mention, either directly or indirectly, of 
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particular Denies to whom they are severally applicable. Now as regards 
the deities Indra and Mahendra, we find that the iajya and the! umau- 
vakya mantras for Indra differ from those of Mahendra. From this also 
it is clear that Indra and Mahendra are two distinct Deit.es. 

On this Sutra Mr. Kunte makes the following observations 
‘Main,ini uses the term Puroruch in the Sfltia. It deserves to bo 
specially considered. Aival&yana in his Srauta Sfttra (I. 5. 10. o. .) 
states that there are seven riks of the name of Puroruch. I hose jaks 
are not to be met with in the printed edition of the Rigveda bamhita. 
There is a separate Adhyftya called Nivid-kuntftpa, which, gives the 
Puroruch verses. These last are not in any way connected with the \ »jj ll ~ 
mantra. But the term “ Puroruch ” is used in. the Sutra in connection 
with the Yajya, while the Puroruch-mantras are to be recited on t.i© 
occasion of the repetition of what is known as Prauga Shastra. Hence 

commentators interpret “Puroruch” verses into Puronuvakya verses.• 

.Wit’S regard to tlie use Of 

the term‘‘Puroruch” in the sense of Puronuvakya wo believe that the Sutra 
offers a difficulty which can be solved only on the supposition, that the 
Sutra has been incorrectly handed down. 

u ro w 

Vasayam, in the case of the word “VaiSa.” vfonm* Arthasama- 
vay&t because the thing is in contact. 

20. In the case of the word “ Vasa ” because the thing 
is in contact (with our perceiving senses,—what has been 
ur<>ed above in Sfttra 15 cannot be accepted as right). 20. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object laid down as 
the “barren goat.” is subsequently spoken of as “ goat ” only, and hence 
the qualification ‘barren,’ and also ‘goat’ must be taken as qualifying 
the object, and not as having any independent'significance. But the fact 
is that such objects as the ‘ barren goat ’ and the like, help die sacrifice, 
by their material forms ; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by the 

use of a generic form ‘ goat ’ only, the Mantra docs not attach much 
importance to the actual words “barren goat employed in the fore- 
going Injunction. 

smshrf^rg. wnu” a \\ n 

a* Yatra, wherever, jfft Id, there, *r Vft, but. Arthavatvat, 

because distinctly useful purpose would be served, wm Sy&t, it could oe. 
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21. “There may be [a carrying away of the hymn in 
question] to an action wherever mere Indra might be the 
Deity, and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by it [there can be nothing objectionable in it].—21.” 

COMMENTARY. 

The Stitra may be interpreted in two ways : (i) “ The Pftrvapak$a 
could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a strong 
authority. As a matter of fact, however, it is not so; because the Liftga 
tJndioative Power) of tire words of a hymn is certainly much stronger than 
that of order or context, etc. ; and lienee we cannot very well give up the 
Pilrvapakha theory.’’ 

(ii) “The word ‘India,’ being a part of the word *Mabendra,’ 
could be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound; as by so 
doing we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Liftga and 
the Kranui; just as we have in the case of the word 1 Agni ’ as occurring in 
the Hanoi A hymn (vide X. iv. 42). That is to say, it would not be necessary 
to remove the Hymn ; as on account oE close proximity, we could accept 
the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘ Maheadra;’ specially as in so 
doing we avoid the contradiction between Liftga and Krama, and also the 
necessity of having to presume a transcendental ■‘result (for the hymn). 
For instance, in the case of the Agnfshomlya, though we find the word 
‘Agni’ alone in the ‘ Mauotft Mantra ’ yet, finding from context that it 
forms part of a compound (‘Agnisoma’) we accept it as indicating 
‘Soma’ also and as such affording the sense of the whole compound.” 

“ Consequently there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 
remove the Hymn from its place.” 

?T II ^ II 

jj ^ Na Tu, this could not be. Amn&tesu, with those that are laid 

down in the scriptures. 

22. This could certainly not be the case with, those 
[mantras] that are laid down in the Vedas.—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

A transference of passages, phrases or words consists in reading and 
interpreting the same together, though they occur in different parts of the 
treatise. The words or phrases transferred are simply redundant and 
useless. An illustration — 

“ (He* repeats the Yninya mantras.’ 

“ (tie) repeats the Shipivistavati mantras.” 

“ (He) repeats the Pitfi-devatft mantras.” 
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These roan 




fcras are to be repeated on the occasion of the third 


Soma-libation of the Agnistoma sacrifice. They constitute the Agni 
manota Sastra which is described in the Aitareya Br&hamana fill. 27), 
where it is considered whether the mantras are to bo transferred back¬ 
wards and forwards or not. The Sanskrit word for backyard transference 
iw * apaicarsa ’ and for forward tr ansference ] * Utkam i. The uses of 
l.Uvii-n or Apakarsa are mentioned in 'he Vedas- Therefore we can 
not adjust or arrange them ; the Vedas help themselves. 

As a matter of fact, we find that in many places we do not find the 
same meaning in all Mantras that are laid down in that connection, when 
these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in the case of 
the sentence ‘ Yamyah saAsanti’ and the like—inasmuch as Yama is not 
the Deity of the other Grahas, if the Mantras laid down in that context were 
to be removed from there, they conid not point to him. And as in that, 


case the very Injunction of these could be useless, it would he necessary 
to admit the fact of their leading to transcendental results. And this may 
be said of all similar cases >as the one in question). And hence we cannot 
accept the hymn to he merely subservient to the Deity. 

“ ” u ii 

23. “ But such is actually found to be the case. 23. 


COMMENTARY. 


This Sfitra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any injunction useless. 

“ Though Yama, etc., are not the Deities of the Grahas, yet they could 
be indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. For instance, 
(1) the Mandfika hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein laid down 
that the fire is to bo drawn in with Mandfika Sukta; (2) the Aksasfikta 
is employed in the Raj as Gy a, as therein it is laid down that the gambl¬ 
ing is done witli the dice (aksa;; (3) the Mfyikasukta is employed 
in the Ekadasfin as in this the sentence ‘ Akluistu, etc.,’ having des¬ 
cribed the connection of a certain place, this makes the hymn one 
eulogising that place. As for the Ivushumbka and othei hymns, if 
we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them as having 
their use in those cases where the general term ‘ Mantra ’ is used in the 
Injunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for instance, we 
find that, all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in the Vfisastoma. 
So too in the case of the Alvina sacrifice it is laid down that in case the 
sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all Oik verses should be 
recited (as an expiatory rite). In cases like these, however, inasmuch as 
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we find that the Mantras laid down do not mention any object that appears 
in the sacrifice in its material form, we have to accept the fact of their 
leading to transcendental results. But because a transcendental result 
is admitted in one case, that is no reason why we should reject a visible 
purpose, even where it is present, and always assume a transcendental one. 
For instance, because the reciting of the Vaisnavl verse is found to serve 
only a transcendental purpose, it does not follow that only transcendental 
results follow also from that of the YA,jya and the like, which arc found 
to serve distinctly visible purposes. 


n r# n 

Api va f it is not so. ^rutisamyogat, because of direct 

mention. Prakarane, appearing it) the context Stautiahaihsatf, 

such words as “Staini*’ and “ (Jiinsati." Kriyotpattim, production 

of transcendental result*. H^nrtTfw Vidadbv&tdni, could bring* about. 

24. The above position is not tenable, as on account 
o£ the direct mention in the Veda [of the locative and the 
genitive, etc.], such words as ‘standi’ and ‘sacnsati’ appear¬ 
ing in the context should be taken as bringing about trails- 
cedenfcal results [Aphrva]. n —24. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni ’ in the Manotfi, the 
the word * Indra ’ would indicate the sense of the compound, ‘ Mahendra/ 
But this is not correct ; as there being nothing incompatible in. the 
directly expressed meaning of the word ‘ Indra, ’ there is no reason why 
it should give up that meaning, and take to indirect Indication. And 
then again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect 
indication, to find a visible result for all that is held to be leading 
to transcendental results,—this process of interpretation is by no means 
allowable. 


Then again, it has been urged that there would be nothing wrong, 
even if the hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because 
Direct Assertion, defined by the proximity, distinctly points to the fact 
of the Hyrfrn in question forming a part and parcel of the hymns with 
which it is mentioned. As for the functioning of Lifxga, it can have no 
injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general relationship 
(between the Mantra and Deity). 
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And furtlier, tbe various case-endings that we come across— viz., the 
locative in ‘ Kavatishu stuvati,' the genitive in ‘Indrasya viryani ’ and the 
accusative in “ Praugam samsati ”—as also the words ‘ Stauti ’ ‘ Samsati ’ 
and the like, would have their direct meaning only according to our 
theory, according to you, they will have to be taken as signifying some¬ 
thing else. That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the 
qualified resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the presence 
of the locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the Ivavati were taken 
jas serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity, then the word would 
, have to appear with the Instrumental ending. 

Then again, the Injunction or Bh&vana of eulogy in the word 
I ‘ Stauti,’ aud ' Samsati ’—is cognised as extending over a definite period of 
time ; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the root serves as the 
1 means ; while all other nouns, with several endings, come to be related, 
only in so far as they help in the fulfilment of what is signified by the root. 
Thus then, when the inantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish something that is desired, they serve a 
purpose laid down in the scriptures, and as such come to have a distinctly 
useful end ; when they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the other 
hand, they do something that is not laid down in the scriptures ; and as 
such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it is more 
reasonable by far to have the hymns serving distinctly useful purposes. 

Further, for us, the genitive (in ‘Indrasya viryani, etc.) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of the deity ; and that which is sub¬ 
ordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence it. being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantras cannot be taken 


as subservient to them ; and consequently predominance must be attributed 
to the Hymn. If, in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then, as it would be expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning 
it would be found with the nominative ending, which could not express any¬ 
thing else,—as we find in the sentence “ agnirmurdha,” etc., etc. In the 
case in question, however, even that which we find having the nomina¬ 
tive ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the homogeneity 
of the sentence as preceded by tire capability of the words used,—to be 
for the purpose of expressing the connection of the qualification ; as for 
instance, ‘ Indra y&to jangamasyavasitasya rajA.’ And as there is no use 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor ; 
and hence the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to the subservient to the hymn, which latter cannot 
be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity. 

20 
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And thus the words Stauti/ and ‘ Samsati cannot, in any way, 
be taken as serving the purpose of the indirect indication (of the Deity) , 
and as such predominance must be attached to the eulogistic Ifytfln 
only. 

II v* u 

25. Also because of the distinctness implied by the 
word.—25. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find it declared in the Veda that “ the Agni^ mia is accompa¬ 
nied by twelve hymns;” and here the mention of the number twelve 
allows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and if 
all the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, theie 
could be no mention of the number ‘ twelve.' If, on the other hand, 
the manifestation of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity could come to be pointed out by each verse, and 
by each word; and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken 
of as '* twelve.’ 

^ ii H ii 

Anarthakarn, useless. % Clin, also. flWOTL, Tadvachanam, the 
mention of it. 

26. The mention of it would also be useless.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of such sentences ‘ agneyagrahft bhavanti, ’ and then 
as again, ‘ agneyl§u stuvanti’; the Vedic sentence^ being enough 
for the purposes of pointing out the fact of the “ Agneyi-mantras" 
being the means of hymning Agui, there would be absolutely no use 
for the second sentence. That is to say, if the word ‘ Agneyi only served 
the purpose of pointing out the fact of Agni being the Deity, then the 
employing of these hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself, 
and there would be no use for the second sentence. As a matter 
of fact, however, the second sentence should bo taken as serving the 
purpose of pointing out the Hymn as an Independent Action. 

STrftotf II RV9 || 

Any ah, different. % Cha, also. Arthah signification. 

mftUN. Prattyate, is recognised. 

27. The signification of the two hymns is also recog¬ 
nised to be different.—27. 
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Commentary. 

The Vedic text “sambadhdhe vi\ stotra-sbastre ” (the Stotra and the 
Shastra hymns are related) shows that the Veda recognises a difference 
between the two ; as it is only when two things are different that they 
can be related to one another. Now, if both the hymns were to serve 
the same purpose of signifying the Deity (Tndra), there would be practically 
no difference between the two. They can, on the other hand, be 
regarded as distinct only if each of them serves the purpose of accom¬ 
plishing a distinct Apfirva. Thus we have the authority of the Veda 
itself in support of the view that the two hymns accomplish distinct 
transcendental results and are, as such, Primaries. 


^ II || 


qmif, Karmavat, like 


WfHWr, Abhidhanam, mention. % Clin, also, 
that of the Primary Actions. 

28. Their mention also is similar to the mention 
of other Primary Actions.— 28. 

COMMENTARY. 

(i) Tn the text ‘prn-ugam sarpsat.i,’ inasmuch ns the Pra-uga- 
flyrnn is spoken of by means of the accusative, this would he another 
argument in favour of the viow that the hymn is a 'primary by itself. 
The principal action is always such as is desired for its own sake 
(and as such accompanied by the accusative ending)— e.g., ‘ agnihotrm 
j uhoti,’ ‘ &gh4ram£ghiirayati ’ etc. This could not be the case with the 
subsidiary actions, which are wholly subordinated to others, and as such 
not .desired in themselves. 

(**) The Sfftra may be explained in another way. The very men¬ 
tion of the two names ■ Stotra’ and ‘ Sastra’ is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal actions; otherwise the word used should have 
been prak&tfana (manifestation) only; or there would be no name at 
all, as in the case of the words.‘avahanti’ and the like. 

29. Then again there is fulfilment of the re¬ 
sult.” —29. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo find in the Mantras composing the hymns in question requests 
for the fulfilment of certain desirable results. The particular desirable 
results that are asked for in the Mantra would be possible only if the 
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hymn were a principal action by itself; because, requests are always 
preferred to one who occupies the predominant position. According to 
to you, on the other hand, the results would be aslced for from the Deity, 
which you hold to be the prcdominent factor, as in the case of ordinaly 
sacrifices ; because so long as the Master (Principal factor-Deity) exists, 
no one would think of prefer!ng his request to the servant (the subsi¬ 
diary hymn which serves the purpose of manifesting the Deity). 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE ADHIKARANA. 

The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana according to the 
Bjllsya. The Tantravartika, however, takes exception to this exposition 
and contends that Indra and Mahendra are the names of the same Deity, 
arguing that in the compound Mahendra the two factors ‘Maha and Indra 
do not, as the Bh%a holds, function simultaneously; and therefore by 
the gradual functioning of these two factors all that the word Mahendra 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatness. Thus the main position of the 
PArvapakqa remaining unshaken, the Sidhdnti must have recourse to 
another line of argumentation with a view to the effectual refutation of 
the Pilrvapaksa. 

The following is the Siddhanta as explained by the Vartika 

As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (i.e., in the form in which it happens 
to be mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction;; consequently, inasmuch 
as it is by the word ‘ Mahendra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot 
but accept Mahendra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
‘fndra’and ‘Mahendra’ be identical,—the deity in the particular Sacri¬ 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by the word Mahendia 

in accordance with the law laid down in the Sfitra: ‘ Vidhidhabdasya 
mantratve, &c.,’ (X. iv. 23)—and none other. And hence the character 
of the deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names 
as ‘ Brihadindra,’ Ac.,—words that are more akin to ‘Mahendra’ than 
to ‘ In Ira’—to say nothing of such other words as Indra and the like. 
When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in connection 
with a certain sacrifice,—oven though the Deity be the object denoted, 
and not the merely * verbal’ form, yet, if we find the slightest difference 
from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to be the 
Deity of that sacrifice. 

That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable 
by the ordinary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like; 
and hence tbe only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction 







afene ; hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been pei- 
formed in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we 
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actually find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is there¬ 
in laid down. If, however, the slightest difference is made in that,—the 


functioning of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of 


the real Deity, &c.,—we will have to look for another authority for this 
slightly different Deity ; but as a matter of fact, there is no such autho¬ 
rity ; and as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unaufcho- 
ritative. This will be explained later on, where it is shown that ‘Agni is 
the Deity of the Ashtaluipala, and not of the Ajya, because with regard 
to the latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity. In accordance with 
this rule (1) when the Injunction has spoken of lndra as the Deity, the 
deifie character cannot be attributed to Agni, (2) when lndra is laid down 
as the Deity of Soma, he cannot be the Deity of the Cake, (3) when 
lndra is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, he cannot be the 
Deity of the creeper itself, (4) when pure lndra is laid down as the Deity, 
we cannot have him as qualified by some attributes; so in the same 
manner, when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified 4 Great- 
Indra’ (Mahendra) as the Deity, we cannot take Tndra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in 
question, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance 
must be attached to its qualifications and adjuncts : specially as no 
such significance could be attached to them, only in case the Deity 
were that with regard to which something else was predicated. That 
is to say, if in the matter of the relationship expressed by the nominal 
affix (in 4 M&hendra’), the Deity were that with regard to which it was 
predicated, then we could not attach any importance to the mention of its 
attributes. If, however, the Deity were not predicated, it would not have 
the character of the Deity, and hence we cannot but admit it to be predicat¬ 
ed. And as such, due significance must be attached to its qualifications; 
hence the removal of the qualification would do away with the very 
character of the Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘ the white- 
clothed persons should be fed,’ 4 the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ “ the 
person with the stick repeated the 4 Praisa Mantras’ ”—if we take away 
the qualification, what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the 
sacrifice. If, however, the qualifications were such as having something 
else predicated of them—-e.gr,, “ bring in those that have white clothing”—- 
the men could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothing 
(which they might lay aside before coming in). Hence, in.the case in 
question, even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material 
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form, we could not accept it as without its qualification ; as a matter of fact, 
however, we find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,—and 
consequently anything else, that would be mentioned by a word apart 
from the Injunction, could not be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 

And further, when the Deity is mentioned by means >f a compound 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ M&hendragralm ’ 
could never bo mentioned by the word ‘Inclra.’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice; and as such in 
the ease of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity would 
be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of sfttra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference be¬ 
tween the deities ‘ India ’ and ‘ Mahendra.’ 


Adhikaranu VI. — The notidvjvnctivcriess of Mantras. 

SUTRA 80-81, 



” ii n 


Vidhimantrayob, of the vidhiand the mantra • Aik&rthy&rn, 

same purport. Aika&ibdyftt, because of same words. 

80. The Vidhi and the Mantra must have the same 
purport because they contain the same words.”—30. 




A pi V«,iio. Prayogasftmarthyat, because of its function¬ 
ing during action. rjssr: Mantra]), mantra. Abhidlianavacbt, ex¬ 
pressing mere direct meaning. Syat, should be. 

31. It, is not so because the mantra functions only 
during Action, it must be taken as expressing only its direct 
meaning.—31. 


COMMENTARY. 


We have seen in the preceding Adhikaranas that the whole question 
of an action being primary oi secondary turns ultimately upon the exact 
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iii$&8Aiing of verbs contained in the Ve(lic passages relating to the actions, 
in this connection a further question arises as to whether or not every 
verb that we meet with in the Veda enjoins an action. As regards the 
verbs that appear in the purely injunctive passages there can be no such 
doubt; they do enjoin actions ; and the only question with regard to these 
is as to these actions being primary or secondary. But when we come to 
mantras it is clearly doubtful whether or not the verbs contained in these 
enjoin any actions. 

In accordance with the Bhasya, the Adhikarana is explained as fol¬ 
lows •—Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as to 
whether or not the verbs occurring in them serve the purpose of enjoining, 
as do those occurring in the Brahamana passages. And on this, the posi¬ 
tion of the Pdrvapak-a is that, inasmuch as the words in the Mantra are 
the same as those in the BrAliamana, there is no reason why the former 
should riot have the injunctive potency. And this is met by the SiddhAnta, 
which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its subject already 
laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive potency; hence 
all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance of the sacrifice is to 
recall to the mind that which has been previously laid down in the 
Brahamana passages. That is to say, the action, Goyaga, for instance, 
spoken of in the mantra is not different fiom the same action mentioned 
in the Bmhamana, because it is actually recognised as the same; nor does 
the mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard to which it 
might be taken to have an injunctive potency); nor, lastly, can it be 
taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another sentence; 
because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and as such 
cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the 
mind that which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could 
be taken as, would be as an Injunction or an Arthavada. As matter of fact, 
however, neither of this is possible. In the first place, the fotm of the 
action, that would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid 
clown elsewhere; as for its accessories, in the shape of the material, the 
result and the occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra, which 
therefore can not be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the 
Injunction in the case occurs in another (Brahamana) passage, which has 
all its needs already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to be taken 
as an Arthavada to that Injunction. This we have already explained under 
the Adhikarana on Mantras (Adhy&ya I). For these reasons, mantras shouid 
be taken only as recalling what lias already been enjoined elsewhere. 
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Kumarila has taken exception to the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karana and this on the following grounds :— 

(1) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is supressed simply by the fact of its occurring in the mantra, and 
is enlivened by appearing in the Brahmana ? We actually find verbs 
in mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g., “ Vasantaya kapin- 
jalanalabhate’ ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in 
the BrAhmana, not having the injunctive potency:— e.g ,, “ Yasyobhayam 
havirartimarchhet, etc.” Therefore there can be no such absolute rule 
as has been shown in the above Sidhanta. 

(2) Further, if the mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
mana, simply on the ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter,—why could not we take the Br&htnana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the action previously enjoined by the mantra ? That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether the 
mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by the fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose of recal¬ 
ling the action thus enjoined, or vice versa. Thus then, we conclude 
that, inasmuch as neither the Mantra nor tile Brahmana is capable of 
being taken as supplementary,—specially as there is no feature in either 
that could point it out as distinctly supplementary,—both are equally in¬ 
junctive. And as for the repetition of the same Injunction—as occurring 
in the Mantra and in the Brahmana—-we can take the two as two distinct 
actions. As for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as 
the other, we shall explain this under the u Abhy&s&dhikarana ” (V. ii. 
23, etc.) Therefore the non-injunctive character of the Mantras cannot 
be taken as established in the above manner. 

tiome people assert that, inasmuch as the mantras are laid down 
by the Bra lu nan as, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,— 
exactly as the corn, etc., are,—they cannot have any injunctive 
potency; just as the corn, etc., have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem¬ 
blance between the two cases. Because the mere fact of the mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot clo 
away with its injunctive potency. Therefore the mantras would serve 
the injunctive purpose ; and also, on account of their being laid down in 
the Br&hmana, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the BrAh- 
mana. Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that 
which has been laid down a? to be employed cannot serve the purposes 
of an Injunction, specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with the 







injunctive potency, if, however, the presence of this potency in the 
mantra be denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to 
bring forward the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, 
for the purpose of denying that potency ; because much reasoning is not 
required in denying what is impossible. Nor is there any self-contra¬ 
diction in the fact of the mantra performing both the functions. Foi in¬ 
stance, even the BrAlnnana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the 
purpose of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain 
under the Sutra V. i. 16 

And further, in the case of those mantras that are not laid down 
in any Bralnnana passage, as to be employed in a sacrifice, your argu¬ 
ment being inapplicable, there would be no ground for denying the 
injunctive potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does 
not help in the matter. 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in 
the mantras, specially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti¬ 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the Adhi¬ 
karana otherwise as follows :— 

Verbs have been declared in the preceding Adhikarana to be of 
two kinds only—the Primary and Subsidiary. And the questiou now 
started is as to whether there are only these two methods of the functioning 
of verbs, or there is yet another method. And the position of the Pflrva- 
pak$a is that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Purvapaksa, we have the following:— 

Siddhdnta ,—Sdtra (31) : But because of the power of usage, the 
mantra would express only the direct meaning. 

There is a third method—that of denotation. Just consider the 
following : Those verbs that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as ‘ yat ’ and the like (words which make that which 
they precede, an IJddedya, and which therefore can never be the Vidheya or 
object of injunction) must, in all cases, serve the purpose of simple Ileno- 
tation. That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Mantra or in the 
Br-ihraana, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by the 
presence of another word, then, in that case, the verb must be admitted 
to be denotative. 

Examples—(I), In ‘ ua t&narfanti, etc.,’ the Injunctive having become 
suppressed by the word ‘ yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In ‘ahe budhniya 
man tram me go p&ya,* the suppression is by the vocative ending. (3) In 
4 dami grihnami,’ it is done by the First Person ending. (4) In ‘yadi 
somamapahareyuh ’ it is done by the word * yadi,’ 
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The fact is that such instances occur mostly in mantras ; and that 
is the reason why the Bh&§ya has mentioned mantras only ; specially 
as it is a common idea that mantras are not injunctive. In Brahmanas, 
on the other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brail may a is commonly known to be injunctive. And it is only in veiy 
few instances that the Brfthmanas are not injunctive ; that is the reason 
why no BrAhmana passage has been cited as an instance. 

In the matter of the Brahmana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above (vis., 
the presence or absence of such words as ‘ yat and the like); and the 
presence and absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the 
fact of the sentence being a Mantra or a Brahmana. * 

But vve do perceive the following point of difference between the 
Mantra and the Brahmana : Ini the case of the Brahmana, the injunctive 
potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed by the above- 
mentioned causes, this verb comes to bo recognised as serving the purpose 
of pointing out something which affords the occasion for another action ; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being em¬ 
ployed in the sacrifice. In the ease of the Mantra, on the other hand, as 
soon as we learn its form—such as ‘dftmi,* ‘ grihnami, ‘agriin vihara,’etc., 
etc.,’ we at once realise that even the verbal form can serve the purpose 
of recalling certain actions ; and hence we come to the conclusion that the 
words of the Mantras are to be used in the sacrifice. Because in the per¬ 
formance of actions, it is necessary that there should be a recalling (or 
remembering) of certain things ; and inasmuch as this recalling cannot bo 
done by any means other than Mantras {vide MantrAdhikarana Adhyaya 
I) we find it only accomplished by such mantras as have no other 
function. That is to say, at the time of the performance of a sacrifice, 

nothing can be duly performed, unless it is duly remembered ; and thus 

the recalling of certain tilings being absolutely necessary, it would stand 
in need of a fit means of its accomplishment; and it would begin to 
take up such means as either the recalling of the words of the injunctive 
Brahmana passage, or the recalling of what has been performed in the 
preceding moment, or the remembering of the Kalpasfitra bearing on the 
point, or the recalling of the very sentence which gave the first idea of 
that action, or a certain witnessing priest chiefly employed for that pur¬ 
pose. Consequently when, at such a time, it is found that there are cer¬ 
tain mantras mentioned in the context, which have no other purpose to 
Berve> _ anc l which are taken along w ith the injunctive sentence, with a 
vague general notion that something might be done by them,—and it is 
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realised that these mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required 
for the purpose of reminding,—we come to infer, on the strength of Lifiga 
and Context, a fSruti passage laying down the employing of these mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotation. And it is 
also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as recalled hy 
these mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Now we have to explain the Bhasya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana. The assertion of the Bhftsya—“Nu, 
nsakpdapyuchchftrane tatpaiySt”—does not refer to the fact of the Action 
having been already enjoined elsewhere. What it means is that on 
account of the presence of the word “ yat,” the verb in the mantra dis¬ 
tinctly says that the mantra speaks of something laid down elsewhere. If 
the verb, with the words ‘ yat ’ etc., be uttered even a hundred times, it 
can never, by itself, give rise to any idea of an Apurva ; and it is on account 
of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down elsewhere. 

Prabh&kara’s view of this Adhikarana is thus expressed in the 
Bfilmti: — 

From the very nature of mantras it is clear that they cannot be 
taken as injunctionsbeing, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of 
injunctive word ; also because all mantras are found, either syntactically 
or by direct declaration, or by indirect implication, constructed along with 
other passages, which are injunctions. So if the mantras themselves were 
to enjoin another action, there would be two actions enjoined by what is 
practically only one ‘sentence.' Nor are the mantras found to contain 
any praise or deprecation; so they cannot be taken as Arthav&da. 
With all this, however, the mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely 
meaningless or useless ; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must 
serve some purpose, must have some meaning, expressing something that 
is needful in the actions prescribed by the injunctive passages. 


Adhikarana VII .—(Definition of Mantra ). 

sftTKA II. 1. 32, 

n ^ u 

Tachchodakesu, tending to that. »f?3fH55r Mantrakhya, the name 
mantra is applied. 

32. The name Mantra is applied to those that serve 
the purpose of denoting things connected with prescribed 
actions.—32. 
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COMMENTARY. 

The preceding Sutra containing the word ‘ Mantra 1 leads the author 
to define the Mantra. The definition herein provided is that it is a name 
given to those Vedic passages which indicate things connected with the 
performance of actions. All the commentators are, however, agreed that 
this definition is only a tentative one, put forward for the sake of con¬ 
venience, and no precise definition of mantra is possible. Later writers 
have sought to define it as the instrument of offering. But the substances 
offered, the various implements used, and such other accessories of the sac¬ 
rifice are all as much instruments of offering as the mantras. It is for this 
reason that the more logical writers oil Minnunsa have contented themselves 
with explaining mantra as a name including ‘ all those Vedic passages to 
which the learned men apply that name,’ says Prabkakara, 

With regard to the definition given by the Sutra Kumarila remarks 
that it has been given here for the sake of terseness ; specially because it is 
thus that it is spoken of among teachers and pupils; and also because 
it applies to nearly all Mantras. 

The Blifisya on page 126 enumerates the different kinds of mantras. 
For the various divisions and sub-divisions of the mantras the reader is 
referred to my Prabkakara School of Pitrva Mirn&msa, pp. 11 *3-115. 


Adhiharana VIII.—(.Definition of Brahmana). 

SflTRA II. 1. 38, 

ifa amUPTS'?: II ^ II 

%% $ese, to the rest, Rr&lunanasabdah, the name Brahmana, 

33. To the rest o£ the Veda the name ‘ Brahmana’ is 
i applied.—33. 

COMMENTARY. 

The definition of the Mantra leads on to the definition of the Brah¬ 
mana. The Veda lias been defined as the collection of Mantras and Brah- 
nianas. Of these, those to which the learned apply the name ‘ mantra ’ are 
Mantras, while all the rest, to which they also apply the name ‘vidhi’ 
are BrAhmanusthe Arthv&das and the NAmadheyas are also included 
under these latter; — Brahmana proper being the name applied to the 
injunction, and the Artiiavnda and Namadheya passages being included 
under that name, by reason ol' their always, in some way or the other, 
subserving the injunctions along with which they aie construed. 

The various kinds of BrAhmanas are enumerated in the BhAijya 
on page 127 ; and for other classifications the reader is referred to my 
Prabkakara School of Purva-MUnansa, page 111. 









Adhi/carana IX. —(Modified Mantras are not mantras). 

SUTRA IT-i-84. 

% f%vnmrt u v* n 

sr^TTUT^g’ Anamn&tesu, to those that are not found in the Veda. 
Amantratvam, the character of mantra cannot belong. Amnfttesu, 

with reference to sentences found in the Veda Hi, because, f^*rf*T: 
Vibhagafy, distinction. 

34. The character of mantra does not belong to what 
is not found in the text of the Veda. Because the aforesaid 
distinction applies only to such passages as are actually 
found in the Veda.—34. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the ease of the recitation of certain passages it is necessary to make 
certain modifications in the original words of the passage, eg., the mantra 
‘ Agnaye nirvapami ’ has to be changed ‘ into S dry ay a nirvapami,’ when 
the offering is made to Siirya instead of to Agni. Into the text of certain 
mantras it is necessary to introduce the name of the sacrificerand also the 
names of his Pravara liisis. Now the question arises as to whether on 
the introduction of the foreign elements the mantras cease to be mantras. 

The Purvapak^a view is that, falfiling as they do the conditions of the 
definition laid down in sutra 32, they must be regarded as mantra. The 
Siddhanta is that even though the passages signify things connected with 
the performance, yet they cannot be regarded as mantras ; as the definitions 
of Mantra and Brahmana are held by all learned men to apply to only those 
passages that form the actual text of the Veda. 


In connection with this Adhikarana, Rumania raises the further ques¬ 
tion—when only one word in a mantra is modified, does the whole mantra 
cease to be mantra? or only that part of it which has been altered ? The 
Purvapaksa view on this point is that the entire mantra ceases to be 
mantra; as the name ‘mantra 1 is applied to a certain aggregate of vowels 
and consonants arranged in a particular order; so that as soon as the 
slightest alteration is made in the text, that order becomes changed and 
the name can no longer be applicable. The Siddhanta is thus laid 
down in the Tantravartika :— 

It is only the modified portion that ceases to be mantra ; because the 
generic form of the mantra having been ascertained to exist in a certain 
sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear by a mere 
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excess or elimination in a certain part of it. For instance, when a swell- 
ing appears on the neck of the cow, or when its horns have disappeared, 
it does not entirely cease to be a ‘ cow ; ’ and the reason of this is that 
there are other parts of its body that are enough to show that it belongs 
to the class 1 cow *; and we find that so long as even a part ol the original 
body remains, the whole body is recognised as the same. In the same 
manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that the character of a mantra 
manifested by the presence of a number of vowels and consonants 
Arranged in a definite order, does not entirely disappear on the slightest 
modification made in it. 

For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter or 
its deletion or some modification in the accent, is actually laid down in 
the scriptures, and certainly when these changes happen to be made in a 
mantra, it does notecase to be a Mantra; e.g, y — (1) We have the direc¬ 
tion in the Veda ‘Airaui kftvodgeyam * (the mantra should be recited 
after the word ‘ gira ’ has been changed into 4 ir& \); (2) though a certain 
mantra has three accents at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet 
it is laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the peifoi- 
mauce of sacrifices, and in neither of these two cases, do people cease 
to think of the mantras, thus modified, as mantras. 

Adhlkarana X—(Definition of Rik). 

SUTRA II-i-86. 

II ^ II 

-fret Tesam, among them. Rig, those are called Rik. m Vatra, 
wherein, Arthavasena, in accordance with the meaning. 

Padavyavastha, division into metrical feet. 

35. Among the mantras those are called ‘ Rik’ wherein 
there is division into metrical ieet in accordance w ith the 
limitations of the meaning. — 35. 

COMMENTARY. 

Mantras have been classed under three heads liik, banian and 
Yajus Though the definition of the various classes of mantras lias got 
no direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhyaya, yet the 
Sdtras treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with 
the mantras, a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with 
the question as to their primary or secondary character. 

Though the Sfitra defines the Hik as that, where the division into 
feet is in accordance with meaning, the commentators are agreed on the 
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point that division into feet is the only essential condition, and that the di¬ 
vision should be in accordance with the meaning is added only by way 
of illustration, e.g., in the case of the Uik ‘ Agnih purvebhih, etc.,’ there 
is no verb in the first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed 
within it, the division into feet, in this case is in accordance with the 
metre, and not the meaning. 

Thus then, on this point the conclusion is that the name Rik is 
applied to those mantras that are divided into feet, that is, certain w'ell- 
defined parts, each consisting of a definite number of syllables ; and are 
called on that account by such prosodial names as Gayutri, Tri$tup, etc. 


Adhikarana XI — (The Definition of Sdman). 

SlITRA II-i-36. 

n n 

Gitisu, to music. rrPlTQOT Samakhya, the name Saman. 

36. (Among mantras) the name ‘ Saman ’ is given to 
the music.—36. 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ Saman ’ does not strictly apply to the mantras them¬ 
selves ; it is applied to the music to which certain mantras are set, and not 
to the words; hence a mantra can be called ‘ Saman ’ only when it is 
set to music and sung as such (Mini. Sd. VII. ii. 1 to 21). Thus one 
and the same mantra set to different kinds of music, becomes known 
under different names—such as ‘ Rathantara,’ Bp hat and the like. This 
setting to music is regarded as a samskdra, a purification of the mantras. 
(Mlm. Sd. IX. ii. 3 to 13) and as such owes its origin to the singer, and 
in so far it cannot he regarded as Veda proper, which is independent of 
all sources, human or divine. For instance, the syllables dhau, etc., that 
are added to the mantras by the exigencies of music, are by no means 
fixed ; they depend upon the singer, who may or may not use a certain 
syllable or sets of syllables (Mira. Sd. IX. ii. 29.) In the case of all man¬ 
tras, where they are used as praise, they must be used in their Sdman 
form, that is set to music and sung; as the praise pleases more, if it is sung 
than when it is merely recited (IX. ii. 30-31). Sfimans are divided into 
several kinds, the division being based upon the different methods of 
singing; for instance, the Brihat, Sdman is to be sung with force and 
very loudly, while the Rathantara is to be sung neither loudly, nor 
with force (Mini. Sd. TX. ii 46.) 
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Adhikarana XII—(Definition of Yajus). 

stlTRA II-i-37. 

\\ ^ I 



£$ese, to the rest. Yajuhdabdab, the name Yajus. 

37. To mantras other than those specified the name 
‘ Yajus’ is given.—37. 


COMMENTARY. 


The name ‘ Yajus’ is given to all those mantras that are neither 
arranged in regular feet nor set to music. 

From the very definition of the Itik it would follow that there can bo 
no metre in the Yaju? mantras. But Pingala in his Chhandah-sfitra says 
that there are metres in these also. That this is a later innovation is 
proved by the fact that true ‘ Vodic authority’ is not accepted by many old 
writers (Karka, for instance) to Itelong to those Yaj us-mantras that are 
differentiated by metres; and that even those who accept their authority 
(for instance, Devayajhika) assert that there is no metre in many Yajus 
man tras, on account of the number of syllables in them not being fixed. 
Herein may be found an orthodox authority for the view propounded by 
Western Orientalists, that the metrical portions of the Yajurveda are com¬ 
paratively modern. 


Adhikarana XIII—(Nigada is included in Yajus). 

SOTRA lI-i-38-15. 

snr ii n 

ffjm?: Nigadnb, the Nigada mamra. Va, verily, Chaturtham, the 

fourth, writ Syat, should be. M'ffqh'rrw Dharmavi^egat, becauseofiispeculi.tr 
character. 

38. “ The Nigada should he regarded as the fourth 

kind of mantra, because of its peculiar character.”—38. 

COMMENTARY. 

There are some mantras to which the name ' Nigada’ is given. With 
regard to these the question arises as to whether these are included under 
Rik, or Silman or Yaju? or they form a class apart by themselve. The Pfirva- 
pnk?a view is that these must be regarded as entirely distinct, because their 
characteristics are entirely distinct from those of the other three kinds ; e.g., 
they have no metre, so they cannot be Rik ; not being set. to music they 
cannot be Silman ; lastly, inasmuch as they are intended to bo addressed to 
other persons they have to be recited loudly, whereby they have to be 
distinguished from the Yaju? mantras, which are laid down as to be 
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recited quietly. For these reasons the Nigada must be regarded as 
the fourth class of mantras. 

“oqrr^rsr n ^ n 

Vyapade&U, because of its different name. Cha, also. 

39. “Also because of its having a disinct name.” 

—39. 

COMMENTARY. 

Another reason for regarding the Nigada as a distinct kind of 
mantra lies in the fact that it is named differently from all other mantras. 




U II 


WT 

YnjOmsi, mantras, ^ VA, but. TadrOpacvAt, because they 

have the same form as that. 

40. But the Nigadas tnust be regarded as Yajus, 
because they have the same form as that.—40. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddliftnta is that Nigada must be taken as included under tbo 
class ‘ Yaju?’, because its form is exactly like that of the Yajus. Being 
like this lattter, devoid of botli metre and music. Then, again, the Veda 
itself in the passage—‘ Alio budhniya mantram me gopaya richo samani. 
yajumgi’—speaks of only three classes of mantras; which shows that 
there can be no justification for assuming a fourth class, in the shape of 
the Nigada. 

II II 

VachanAt, because they are intended to be addressed to others. 
vf4rWS , ‘ Dharm-abiiesah, the peculiar qualification. 

41. It is on account of the fact that the Nigada is 
meant to be addressed to others that the peculiar qualifica¬ 
tion of it is mentioned.—41. 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the Yaju§ mantras there are some whose words distinctly 
indicate that they are to be addressed to others by way ol direction. 
From this it naturally follows that they should be iecited loudly, and not 
quietly like the ordinary Yajus mantras. 


sHfnsr ii %\ ii 


Arth&t, because a distinct purpose is served. ^ Cha, also. 
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itto pOr va-m 1 mA msa- sOthas. ti a dry ay a, 

i .—---,-WJ*-________-,-- _ 

42. Also because a distinct purpose is served (by its 
being addressed to other persons.)—42. 

COMMENTARY. 

There is a distinct purpose served by die addressing, to other per¬ 
sons, of sucli sentences as ‘ Agnid vihara,’ etc.: Unless these were addressed 
to other peeple, the action of ‘ walking ’ round the fire by the Agntdhra 
priest would not be accomplished ; and there would be no use of adress- 
ing, unless it were done loudly enough for others to hear ; it is for this 
reason that the particular qualification * loudness ’ is mentioned. It is in 
this way tod that the etymology of the word ‘ Nigada ’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘ quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajus), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action ; and lienee we take 
that injunction to refer to the Yajus other than the Nigadas. 

ll 2 \ n 

Gun&rthajii tor the purpose of expressing qualification, szptcrt: 
Vyapade&iti, name, 

43. "The different name is only for the purpose of ex¬ 
pressing the particular qualification.—43. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged in sfitra 39 that the Nigada must be regarded as 
different from the Yajus, because it lias a different name. The answer to 
this is that the difference in name is to be explained as being similar to the 
assertion I*eed the Brnlimanas with curd, and the I'arivrajakas with 
milk,’ where the Parivrajakas also are Brftbmanas, but with a particular 
qualification, feo in the case in question also, the Nigadas are Yaiu§, 
but with this qualification, that they are to be uttured loudly. 

“uvufafa II tf'i II 

u 

Sarvesam, to all. ?r% %?[ Iti Chet, if this be urged { 44 .) 
s, Na, not so. Rigvyapade&kt, because of their being distinctly 

named Kik. (45 ) 

44. If it bo urged that the name ‘ Nigada’ would apply 
to all mantras.—44. 

45. Our reply is that this cannot be ; as they are 
distinctly named as Rik.—45. 
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COMMENTARY. 

An objection is raised :—“ If the word ‘ Nigada • be explained 
as that which is recited loudly ( l Nigadyate*), then all mantras would 
become Nigadas (because the Bik and the Sama mantras also are recited 
loudly); hence the name cannot be said to be for the purpose of 
expressing a particular property.” 

Stlfcra 45 supplies the answer to the above objection :—“There can 
be no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find Vedic texts 
laying down in certain cases the use of the liik, after having denounced 
the Nigada (as for instance, in the sentence ‘ Ayajyft vai nigadah’). And 
if both Bik and Nigada were the same, then these texts would enjoin the 
same thing that they have denounced, and this is an impossibility. Nor 
is there any incongruity in the signification of the root ‘ gada ;* because 
what it does is to denote a particular property of sentences that have the 
character of the Yajus (and as such it could not apply to the Bik and 
the Sama).” 




Adhikarana XIV.—Definition of “ one sentence ” or 
Syntactical Connection . 

sCfTRA II. i. 40. 



uti ii 


Arthuikatvat, being expressive of a single idea. ^ Ekam, one. 

VaJkyam, sentence. S&kAiichet, if found wanting. Vibh&ge, 

on being taken severally. Syat, should be 

46. So long as a single idea is expressed by number of 
words, which on being separated are found to be wanting 
in expressiveness, they should be taken as forming one 


sentence.—46. 


COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana lays down the principle of Syntactical Connection. 
Both Prabhakara and Kumarila take this principle as applying to the Yaju§ 
mantras only ; as the extent of the Itik and the Sama is fixed respectively by 
the metre and the music. The principle may be thus stated : —When a 
number of words are found to be such that when construed collectively, 
they are expressive of a single idea,— and when taken severally they are 
not expressive of any idea being short of some necessary syntactical 
factor, — these words must be regarded as forming a single sentence. As 
an example we have the following : — In connection with the Dartfa-PQrna- 
raSsa sacrifices, we read the sentence ‘ Devasya tvA savituh prasave— 
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arfvinorbftbabliyarn—pusno hastAbhyAm agnaye jnstam nirvapflmi ’ (Sata- 
patha Br., T. 1.2. 17). Here we find four distinct parts, each of which might 
be taken as an independent sentence and mantra, unless vve had something 
to show that the whole must be taken and used as a single sentence and 
Mantra. This something we have in the form of the principle in consider¬ 
ation. If vve take the first part—devasya tva savituh—we find that it 
does not express any idea, being wanting in the verb; similarly with each 
of the other parts wo find that it is wanting in some integral syntactical 
factor ; the last part also ‘ ago aye jwjtam nirvap&mi’—though otherwise 
complete, is found to be in need of an instrumental nominative in connec¬ 
tion with the passive past participle ‘ just,am ’; we further observe that 
if we take the whole together, it expresses the single idea of the riir- 
vapa, or preparation, of something resorted t.o or accepted by the arms of 
the Advins and the hands of Pusan. 

There is a difference of opinion among the followers of Kumania 
as to the exact meaning of the word ‘ artha ’ (translated above as idea) in 
the Sutra. Parthasarathi Mi dr a takes it to mean purpose; and thus 
according to him, all the words, phrases and clauses that serve a-single 
purpose are to be regarded as ‘ one sentence.’ Somedvara Bhatta, on the 
other hand, in his Nay&yasudhA takes it in the sense of idea. Accord¬ 
ing to t'rabh&kara, ‘ artha’ here means the ‘reminding’ or ‘ indicating 
of what is to be done ’ ; and he distinctly favours the Midra view, speci¬ 
ally as being an Anvitnbhidhanav&din, he could not very well accept 
the words to have any meaning apart from the other words; hence he 
says that the word ‘ artha ’ must mean ‘ prayojana ’ or purpose ; as this 
is the most important factor, and all words must be related to the 
most important factor (See Bphatl, p. 51.) 

The above embodies the Siddhanta. The Pdrvapakija view is that in 
the sentences cited above even deficient, sentences should be regarded as 
full sentences, as even a single word is capable of affording some meaning. 


Adhikarana XV.—The definition of “ distinct sentences ” or 
Syntactical Disjunctions. 

sOtra II. i. 47. 

my wTSRrfc: ii w n 

Samesu, when the sentences are equal. qTWfcP Vftkyabhedah, distinct 
sentences. Wl Sy&t, should be. 

47. When all the sentences are equally independent of one 
another, each should be regarded as a distinct sentence. —47, 
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ns to whether the entire mantra is to be regarded as one sentence, or every 
syntactically complete part is to be regarded as a distinct mantra. Jhe 
Piirvapaksa view is that the reciting of a mantra produces only an in¬ 
visible result; consequently the less the number of mantras the less the 
number of assumed invisible results; so that it is far more desirable to 
take the whole as one mantra rather than regard it as composed of as many 
distinct mantras as there are syntactically complete parts in it. _ The Sid- 
dhfinta view is that so long as a number of words expresses a complete 
idea independently of other words, there can be no justification for taking 
them as component parts of another sentence. 

This Adhi kararia lays down the principle of Vftkyabheda or Syntacti¬ 
cal Split. This principle, an antithesis of the foregoing, may be thus 
stated When a number of words are found to be such that when each 
word, or set of words, taken severally, independently of others, is equal¬ 
ly capable of expressing one complete idea, each of these should be 
regarded as a distinct sentence. For instance, in the passage,—lyur- 
yajnena kalpatam—prano yajntna kalpatam, etc. (Vajas, Sam. P-21), 
each part is a distinct sentence, complete in itself, because it expresses a 
complete idea, independently of the other. That this construction is the 
correct one is also proved by the Vedio junction ‘ klriptirvAehayati ’ where 
the passage in question is spoken of by the name klriptih in the plural, 
which shows that the passage contains as many distinct sentences as there 
are repetitions of the word 1 Kalpatam ’ in it. This principle applies, not 
only to cases where the words of the mantras are found to be construable, 
but als6 to those eases where, even though the words actually present in the 
mantra are such as not allowing of separate construction, yet such words 
are added to the mantra, under proper authority. For instance, in the 
mantra —Ikhe tvojre, etc. (Vajas, Sam. L 1),—we find that the mantra as it 
stands, is not capable of being broken up into many sentences; but. in 
connection with the several parts of this passage we meet with such 
Vedic injunctions as ‘ with the words urje he washes it ’ and so forth 
{vide Satapatha Br. 1, 1, 6, 6; 1, 7, 1, 2; 4, 3, 1, 1, 7); on the authority 
of these injunctions then, it becomes necessary to supply to the mantras 
such words as ‘ chhinadmi ’ and ‘ anumarjmi ' and so on ; and with these 
supplied, each of the several parts of the passage becomes a complete 
sentence, expressing a complete idea—such as-—(1) 0 palatfa branch, I 
am cutting thee for the obtaining of desirable food,’ and (2) * I am washing 
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thee for the obtaining of strength/ and so forth. In connection with 
this, however, it may be noted that a single Yaju? cannot be broken up 
into many sentences without sufficient authority. We had such authority 
in both the cases cited above. This 1 syntactical split/ as it has been 
called, is permissible only in very rare cases; in fact, not until it is shown 
that no other construction is possible,—either in view of the structure 
of the sentence itself, or in virtue of some direct injunction necessitating 
such split; and the reason for this is that in cases where the nature of the 
sentence is .such that it admits of being taken as a single sentence, if 
we do have recourse to i syntactical split/ we incur the responsibility of 
abandoning the natural syntactical construction without any authority ; 
and further, where the sentence, taken as a single mantra, would lead to 
a single transcendental result, we—by forcing the syntactical split—make 
it necessary to assume a number of such results preceding from each of 
the different mantras into which the original passage may be split up, 
And in a case where we have no direct injunction necessitating the syntac¬ 
tical split—and where the split necessitates the addition of more words,— 
these words, being supplied by ourselves without the authority of the 
Vedic injunction, cannot be regarded as ‘ Vedic’; and hence the mantra 
containing those non-Vedio words would no longer remain * mantra > in 
the proper sense of the term. 

To this principle we have a corollary to the effect that, when diffe¬ 
rent parts of a mantra are found by their implication to he meant for 
serving distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a distinct 
sentence. For instance, in the mantra—Syonante sadavaniqdnonii...tasmin 
sida (Taitti. BrAhmami, 3, 7, 5, 2 ; and M&nava £?riiutasfitra 1. 2. 6. 19),— 
we find that the first part, by its meaning, is intended to be employed 
in the act of preparing the ‘seat’ for the cake, while the last part, in the 
same manner, for that of actually keeping the cake upon that * seat’; 
hence the passage is regarded as containing two distinct mantras. This 
has been called ‘ syntactical split due to difference in use } (see Brihati 
Ms., p. 79 b). 

Axlhikarana XVI—Artusangadhikarana : Eliptical 
Extension . 

StfTItA IF. u 48. 

n as n 

*ST3q*j: Auusangati, eliptical extension. qfywu fii: Vakyasair.a ptih, method 
of completing the sentence. Sarvesu, to all. gc^tru^T 3 * TulyaydgitvAt, 
being applicable. 
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48. Eliptical Extension serves to complete the sent¬ 
ence, as it is equally applicable to all.—48. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana embodies what has been called the principle of 
Eliptical Extension. In many Yaju$ passages it, is found that there are 
several sentences that stand in need of a certain word or phrase or 
clause, while the whole Yajus contains only one such word or phrase 
or clause ; in such cases it would appear, and has been held, as the Purva- 
paksa, that this word, phrase or clause is to be construed and used along 
with only that one of the several sentences which happens to be nearest 
to it, and the lacunas in the other sentences are to be filled up by means 
of words borrowed from ordinary parlance; and it is the possibility of 
this construction that the present principle precludes. By this principle 
the word, phrase or clause is to ho used along with every one of the 
sentences, provided that every one of these is of the same type and form ; 
and the reason for this is that the intervention of a similar sentence 
does not become an obstacle to syntactical connection. As for example, 
we have the passage— 1 ya te agne ayAsyA tanOrvarsisfhA gahvare^r.lia 
ugram vacho apAvadhittvesflmapfivadhit svaliA—yA t.e agne rajasaya 
ya te agne harAsayA (Vajas. Sam. 5-8; and fSatapatha Br., 3. 4. 4. 23). 
Here by the principle above stated, the clause (tanuh ..svalnl) has to 
be repeated along with ‘ yn te agne raj'AsayA, as also with yA te agne 
liarapayA ; and its connection does not cease only with yA te ayahsayA. 
In this example the clause to be connected with different sentences, forms 
the principal clause in each sentence ; but it does not make any differ¬ 
ence even if the clause in question be a subordinate one. For instance, 
in the passage—chitpatistva punAtu vAkpatistvA punatu—devastvA 
savita, punAtu—achchhidrcna pavitrena vasoh sffryasya radmibhih—(T&itti. 
Sam. 1.2. 1.2) the subordinate clause t acbchhidrena...rarfmibhih ’ has 
to be taken with each of the sentences ending in ‘ punAtu.’ 

Supplement to Adhikarana XVT. 

Question :—The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen¬ 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a certain part 
of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sentences to which 
it could be attached ; as, for instance, we have a series of complete 
sentences—chitpatistvA punatu, VakpatistvA punatu, DevastvA savita 
punatu ; and at the'end of these we find the words achchhidrena pavitrena. 
And in this case how would this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following ; 
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“ The concluding words would have become fully satisfied by being 
construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them ; because ail 
the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be no 
reason for admitting of an Aau§aftga.” 

siddhanta. 

To the above we make the following reply : If the words formed part 
of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, then 
it could be as asserted above. But as it is, they are found to be related 
only to the verb ‘ punftttt and as such they can not but be construed with 
all the three sentences (as all of them contain the same verb). That is to 
say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in question 
become related to the verb 4 punatu and as this verb is the same in all 
the three sentences the meaning of this also must be the same in all. 
Nor can the difference of nominatives Oitapati, Savitr, etc., make any differ¬ 
ence in that meaning as connected with Oitapati, or VAkpati or Savitri 
Deva. Nor is the action concerned (i.e., of purifying) subservient to the 
instrumentality (of achchhidra pavitra) whereby it would rest satisfied with 
its single contact with such instrumentality. Thus then, the instrument 
(achchhidrena pavitrena) being subsidiary to the action (verb punAtu), the 
words denoting the instrument will have to be used as often as the verb 
would be used, just as the fuel is used as long as there is cooking. • 

Adhikurana XVII—Cases where Eliptical Extension is not 

permissible. 

sOtra II. i. 47. 

ii v*e. n 

Vyavayat, on account of intervention, u Na, not. ^*^3% 
Anusajyeta, could be extended. 

49. Where there is an intervention of unconnected 
words, there can be no eliptical extension.—49. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikavana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance to 
the functioning of mere Proxmity (in the matter of Anu$ahga). As it is found 
that where the intervention is by words not connected with the factor 
to be brought in, we do not accept an Anusaftga in view of the incon¬ 
gruity involved. 

For instance, in the case of the sentences (1) ‘ Sante V&yurv&tena gach- 
chhatam (2) Sanjayatrairangani, and (3) Samyajnapatiro^isn, though the 
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missing factor ‘gachchhatam’ is admitted as forming part of the first 
mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the second, be¬ 
cause of the plural number of the noun ‘ aftgani ’ (which would take the verb 
‘ gachchharit&m ’ and not ‘ gachchhatam ’); and thus the factor in question 
lot being equally consumable with all the mantras in question it cannot be 
taken along with the third mantra, through the nominative in this, ‘yajiia- 
patih,’ is in the singular ; and as such quite compatible with the singular 
of ‘ gachchhatam.’ It. is on account of the intervention of the unconnected 
second mantra, between (1) and ( 3 ), that this verb ‘ gachchatam ’ is not 
taken with (3). 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and 13) not being found in the Veda, 
we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; hence in both 
of these we supply the necessary word, from without. And though the 
word ‘ gachehhantam’ (in the second mantra) and ‘gachchhatam ’ (in the 
third) .are not actually pronounced, yet their existence must be admitted as 
otherwise the signification of the sentence would remain incomplete for 
want of a verb. 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anusa/iga. 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words form¬ 
ed an 1 Anusaiiga,’ they would form a mantra ; and as such, any mistake 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
rites ; whereat if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a mantra and hence any mistakes in pronunciation, etc,, 
are not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. 

To this end it lias been declared that, (1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of an 
Anusa/iga, are counted as having the character of a mantra, whereas 
all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, can 
never be recognised to have the character of mantras. 

This is the end of the first Pada of Adhy&ya II. 
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SECOND ADHYAYA. 

Second Pada. 

Adhikarana 1.—Difference in the Apurra of subsidiary 
sacrifices. Difference of Actions based upon the 
difference of words signifying the action. 

Sf/TRA TV. ii. 1. 

n \ n 

Sabd&ntare, the word being different. Karmabhedub, difference 

of action. Kfitanuhaiidlial wat, because of its being specially qualified. 

1. When there is a different, word there is a different 
action because it is specially qualified.—1. 

commentary. 

In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dwelt with all matters 
connected, directly aud indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhyaya in the 
shape of the difference among actions on the ground of (lie difference 
among words, etc. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most clearly 
the difference among actions.. In connection with this we should have 
cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or many verbal 
affixes such as yajati, dadati, juhoti, nirvapati, etc. The Bliasya has 
cited only three—‘yi*juti, dadati and juhoti,’ because, inasmuch as all ™ 
these denote the giving away of something, their significations are all 
akin, and ns such they naturally appear to have identical meaning. 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Purvapaksa 
introduced in the Bliasya, it seems as if the doubt on the point in 
question should also have been expressed in three ways. 



These are :—(1) Do the three Bhavanas denoted by the throe words 
(yajati, etc.)—-bring about a single Apitrva, or three distinct A punas ? 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three roots qualify a single Bhdvand, 
or three distinct Bhavanas ? (3) Do the three roots denote a single object 
or three distinct objects. 
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__ ® matter ol fact, however, there is only one doubt in connection 

with this subject. In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
BMmnd as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a 
distinct Bh&vana for the denotation of each root? What the word ‘ karma : 
(in the sutra) denotes is the Bhdmnd as qualified by the denotation of 
the root. And it is the Bkavuna that would bo differentiated by means 
of different words, etc. As for the Aprilva, inasmuch as it is not directly 
expi eased by the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itsell, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though the 
unity ol three root meanings” spoken of in the Bhasya is not possible 
in the case of all root-endings, yet it might be mentioned, somehow or 
other in connection with the roots ‘yajati,’ etc., in question, but in the case 
ol these, though it may bo possible yet much stress should not be laid 
upon this unity. Thus then the root-meanings being really different, 
there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mind of the 
l urvapak-fi, viz., is the Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root¬ 
meaning, and as such does it end with each root-meaning? or are root- 
meanings subserving to the Bh&vami, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? 

On this we have the following 

PArvapaksa (A). 

It is conjointly that the root-meaning qualifies the BhdnanA. Inas¬ 
much as the Bhasya often uses the word ‘Samudaya’ (combination)—as 
in the sentence Sam ud Ay a —Schkih trfy itafy, ‘ Sam ud ay ad ilea m ap hr vara, ’ na- 
chatfalxiah samudayali, etc.—and as it speaks of the ApArva as one only, 
it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed was that a single 
ApArpa follows from all the three Bhdvands. And in support of this idea 
the Bhasya brings forward the following arguments : In the first instance, 
that which is not seen is concluded to bo non ed ; and also so long as 
(in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears no incompatibility 
in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), it is Concluded that 
the unseen does not exist; it is only when there is a Contradiction 
between the seen and the spoken, that we can rightly assume the existence 
of the unseen ; and hence, when the contradiction is removed by the 
assumption of only one such unseen factor, there need be no assumption 
of many such factors. It is with a view to this that it has been declared : 

When there is a contradiction, then alone can an unseen factor be assum¬ 
ed, whereby the seen or the heard would become supported.’ And under 
the circumstances if there were no difference—on the ground of simplicity— 
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between the assumption of one and that of many factors, then we might 
go on assuming many factors ; but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive 
such a difference, hence it must he admitted that a single unseen ‘Apurva 
follows from the combination of the three Bhavanas.” [Thus is Purva- 
paksa A.] 

This statement of the Pilrrapahsa however, is open to the following 
objection : * What is that word that has laid down the combination of 
Bh&van&s, wherefrom the single Apdrva would follow?’ And in view 
of this objection the Blia^ya states the Pilvvapahsa somewhat differently 
as follows :— 


PArvapakga (B). 


The Action laid down by the three sentences is one only, but various¬ 
ly coloured, like the rainbow, by the denotations of the three roots ; and 


in support of this the following arguments have been brought forward : 


If we accept tins conclusion then it is necessary to make but a slight 
assumption of the unseen factor. If the actions are held to be different, 
then it would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
could not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘a single composite 
is meant to be expressed/—by which it is meant that there are many 
parts of a single action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
‘yajati 1 the first part ( yajt signifies the sacrifice and the second part 
signifies the Bhclvanct and so forth. Some people seem to think that the 
expression ‘Atbava* in the Bha§ya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
be very well explained in the following manner: The Bhd§ya has 
brought forward two sets of arguments in favour of the Purvapahqa ; 
having explained the first of these, in the sense of the advantage of 
assuming less of the unseen than what is necessary in the other theory, 
it is only right that it should introduce the second by Athava (or secondly). 
That is to say, the sense of the BhAsya comes to be this : It is not necessary 
for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of having to 
assume much more of the unseen element, as it is by means of the words 
themselves that we shall prove the Bh&vana to be one only. And it 
proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the verbs 
differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have the same affix, 
their denotations are identical. This is what is meant by the sentence (in the 
Bha$yd): 'tatha dadatitipurvo datdtyartham uttarastameva bh&vayediti 
The latter portion of this seems at first, sight to mean that the second party 
shows that the object of the Bh&vana is the root-meaning ; hut this is not 
what is meant ; because it has been shown that in all cases that which 
is denoted by the root can never be the object of the Bh&vana ; and also 
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msb any such assertion could never bo of any use to the Pilrvapaksi. 
In the same manner it cannot be said that the root-meaning is described 
by the second part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence 
as follows : On the word ‘ dadati' the first part (the root d&) signifies to 
give ; and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that Bhdvand which 
has been previously denoted by the affix in 4 yajeta' —the only purpose of 
this descriptive reiterations by ‘ dadati of the previously denoted Bhdvand 
being the connecting of the said Bhdvand with the denotation of a root 
other than the former (yaji). The same may be said with regard to the 
word ‘ juhoti also. That such is the sense of the BhApja is also shown 
by the fact that in connection with the word ‘ yajeta' the 4 Biicwja' does 
not make use of the word 4 anuvadati ('describes) the only reason whereof 
being that in this case there is no Bhdvand, previously expressed, that 
could be described (by the affix in ‘yajeta'). If the Bhd$ya had meant 
the denotation of the root to be the object of the Bhdvand then this would 
apply to the first verb, as well as to the other two (and thus there could 
be no difference in the way of explaining the signification of the three 
verbs); and the Bh&yya could not have left off the first verb (‘yajeta') 
and made the declaration (of the root denotation being the object of the 
Bhdvand) with regard to the last two only. Consequently we must take 
the Bhdqya only as pointing to the singleness of the Bhdvand. Thus 
then, there is a single Bhdvand, and a single Action, in the case in 
question. 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta : — 

Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the roots, we 
must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case. And when 
a Bhavan& has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one root, 
it is not possible for the same Bhavana to be subsequently qualified by 
others as well. 

That is to say, though the word denoting the Bhavanae is on only 
and its denotation — the Bhavana — forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying root-denotation, the 
Bhavana must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor, is it possible for 
three root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhavana. Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all of them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhavana) ; and also 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single root-denotation to include 
within itself three root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 
roots, independent of one another, to bo laid down in a single word, for 
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HhtT sake of any affix ; because in the matter of the adapting of affixes 
IVurin i, uses the word < clli4toh > (III-i-91), where great significance attaches 
to the singular number fund this shows that in od0 word one root can 
be adapted to only one affix). Nor is it possible for the three verbs to 
form a single sentence ; as they do not serve the same purpose, they do 
not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they do not fulfil 
the conditions of syntactical unity) ; and it is not possible to make a single 
sentence out of the in j by assuming a single Apurva (as following from 
them); because such an assumption has been negatived under Sutra II-i-47, 
and also because the difference or non-difference among Actions is not 
dependent upon a difference or non-difference among Apitrvcts ; as a 
matter of fact it is quite the contrary (ie., the difference or non-difference 
of Apurvas depending upon that of Actions). 

For these reasons the actions expressed by the three verbs must be 
held to be different. In support of this we have the following: when a 
piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as ved> the mention of black 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal , in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bhavana as connected 
with one root-denotation, the mention of other roots could not but be taken 
as referring to other Bh&vanas. 

Adhikarana II.—Difference of Actions based upon 
Repetition of the same word : as in the case of 
the Samits and, other sacrifices . 

sCJTRA. IT. IT. 2. 


crcjreH f? u * n 


Ekasya, of one word, vs Evam, also, Punahsrutih, repetition. 

^rsrifaTfi AvEesa.t, if. there wore no distinction* sftsNs Anarthakam, useless, Hi, 
as. Syat, would be. 

2. The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation) ; as because the word does not lay down 
any specilic particulars the repetition would be useless.—2. 


COMMENTARY. 


We meet with such sentences in the Veda ns:—“ samidhoyajati, 
vidoyajati taiiunpatamyajati, varhiryajati, swahakaram yajati —here we 
find each sentence mentioning the Action by means of the same word 
‘yajati/ The question then arises—does the word ‘yajati’ repeated five 
times lay down one Action and one Apurva or five Actions and five 
Apurvas ? 
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The Purvapaksa used is thus stated in the Tantravartika :— 

They indicate only one Apfirva ; because as shown in the previous 
Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
difference in the roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 
the root also is the same, what would be there to point out the Actions to 
be different ? 

Further, on the utterance of the first sentence— satnidhoyajati~~*f\n 
idea of the Action *y&ga } presents itself to the mind ; and hence when the 
same verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this is at once 
recognised as the same that had previously come to the mind ; and as 
such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action. 

The Siddh&nta is that the given words denote five distinct Actions 
and Apurvas. And this on the following grounds : - 

The sentences in ques ion occur in connection with the Prayaja 
sacrifices performed in course of the Darrin Pftrnatmisa ; the verb ‘yajati ’ 
in these sentences cannot be taken as enjoining an original sacrifice, as 
this sacrifice is already laid down by the text laying down the original 
Darria Pilrnamasa. Each repetition of the word ‘ynjati therefore, must 
be taken as referring to that original sacrifice;—on this account the 
words 4 samidhah/ 4 tanimputam’ and the rest can he taken as laying down 
either the materials to be offered or the deities to whom the offering is to 
he made as a matter of fact, however, we know that both these acces¬ 
sories of the original sacrifice are laid down in another sentence, directly 
connected with the primary injunction of the original sacrifices-agneyos- 
takapalobhavati, whore Agni is mentioned as the deity and the cake baked 
on eight pans as the material ;—if then the words ‘ samidhah’ o te., must 
be taken as injunctions of accessories and not in connection with that 
same sacrifice (and not in connection with five other sacrifices) each of them 
must, be taken as mentioning a distinct deity which would mean that the 
actual action of Sacrificing or offering is to be repeated as many times as 
there are deities mentioned;—so that each 4 yajati’ stands for a distinct 
act of offering leading to a distinct Apurva. 

In the above reasoning the Siddh&nta has proceeded after admitting 
for the sake of argument that the sentences lay down accessories. As a 
matter of fact, however, this is not possible ; the word 4 Samidhah,* etc., 
ending as they do with accusative cannot be taken as denoting materials 
lobe offered as has been shown under 3Sira Il-i-ll, 12. Nor again 
can they be taken as mentioning the deity as will be shown later on under 
Sutra lX-i-9. Thus in any case the sentence must be taken as laying 
down five distinct Actions and five distinct Ap&rvas. 
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Adhikarana III.—Treat ing of the relation of subserviency 
between the Aghavas and the Agneya, etc. 

SffTRAS. II. ii. 3 to 8. 

jw 4' Prakaroam, die context., g Tu, verily. Wp« Paur^amfley&m, to 
the PaufijmSal. wsuRig RfipAvachn&t* none of the details being mentioned. 

3. The context certainly refers to the Panrnamasi (as 
the principle); specially (with regard to the other sacri (ices 
the details are not mentioned).—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

The present Adhikarana has been introduced as dealing with the 
exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 
There are two texts— 

We have the text— ‘yadagneya^lah’opald’ m&varyhy&m paurw’vuhyarn 
ck&ehynbo bhavati ; and then come the six sentences—(1) upamduyajau, 
—(2) aghfirarnAghArayati,—(3) AjyabhAganyajati,—(4) svistakrite sama- 
v idyati,—(5) patnisanoyajan vnjati,— (6) somistyayajurjuhoti ; and lastly, all 
these aro followed by the text ‘ ya evamvidvAn paurnamashn yajati ya evam- 
vidvAn atnAvAsyam yajati, &c.’ 

Now the question arises,—do the two verbs in the two last sentences 
lay down two entirely independent actions or do they only refer to the six 
actions that have been laid down by the preceding sentences which go 
to constitute the Dftnfa PffrnainAsa sacrifices. As regards the six 
actions the Agneya and the rest themselves that they are distinct from 
one another is shown by their difference in their accessories. 


On this point the Pfirvapaks-a view is as follows : — 

Inasmuch as all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by differ¬ 
ent words and also by repetitions of words , they must be all of equal im¬ 
portance. Though these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition 
—are not connected directly with the fact of ‘ Equal Importance,’ yet they 
aro taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
would indicate), which is also implied in the assertion of ‘Equal Impor¬ 
tance ’ (as shown above). That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by the two 
< yajetas ’ are shown to be different from those of the Actions (mentioned 
along with the Ddrki-Pievmmasa) that are not yaga (but, Roma, etc.) by 
the di fference in words ; while they aro shown to be different from the 
ydjas, by the repetition of the word ‘ yajeta and hence they must all be 
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as of equal importance. (That is to say, when each ‘ yajeta ’ men- 
Tons a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices mentioned in the passages quoted 
become independent of one another, and as such all equally are primary 
sacrifices.) 

Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 4 yajati’s 
in question as mere references to the previously enjoined sacrifices (be¬ 
cause the only purpose that is found to be served by such references is 
the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter of fact we do not 
find any accessories in the shape of materials, etc., mentioned in the 
t*wo sentences in question ; and as such we cannot make the injunctive 
potency of these 4 yajetas' give up the function of laying down the actions 
themselves. And thus also even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two 
yajatis in question are distinct from the Agneyd , etc., they are found to 
have distinct forms of their own ; and hence they must be admitted to be 
distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the results 
follow from the six primaries Agneyd and the rest only, (because the only 
sentence that had been accepted as showing this was 4 ya evam / etc., which 
however has been shown to be the injunction of a distinct sacrifice al¬ 
together,), the character of the primary belongs equally to all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the various sentences quoted to the Pray&ja, etc., the 
Aghdm , etc., as well as to the Agneya, etc). 

The Pfirvapaksa to this Adhikarana lias also been stated in the 
following somewhat different form : — 


We admit that the sacrifices are distinct ; but we cannot admit of 
the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. Because 
the names 4 Amdvasyd 1 or 4 Daria ’ and 4 Pauv&amfai ’ would apply only to 
some of the sacrifices, and not to all ; and the result is spoken of as follow¬ 
ing from these that are qualified by these names ; and as such there can 
be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. That is to say, the 
words 1 Darsa * and 4 Paurnamdsa ’ denote sacrifices with a qualification 
(that of being named by these words); and as from the sentence— 4 Darsa 
paurnamdsdbliydm svargakdmo yajeta ’— it is clear that it is only from such 
qualified sacrifices that the particular result could follow, we must take 
these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all other sacrifices mentioned 
along with them (and without any distinct results of their own) must be 
accepted as the subsidiaries of these two. It may be noted that this 
second Pdrvapaksa is at variance with the Siddhdnta only as regards the 
difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two 'yajetas from the primary 
sacrifices of the Darsa Paurnamdsa. The final form of Pfirvapaksa is 
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simply that inasmuch as the application of the names Dania and Paur- 
uamtea depends upon the signification of the root ‘ yaji all the sa.cn u.< > 
in question must be held to be equally primaly. 

Tn answer to the above we have the following Siddliauta : — 

The words ‘yajeta in these sentences, or the words i Amavmya nnc 
‘ PnurnnmAsa do not denote sacrifice in general ; nor do yoxx (we hold tie 
sentences to lay down two independent sacrifices) admit of these words 
pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Then all that you can do is o 
make them lay down two independent sacrifices. But m that case, inas¬ 
much as the details (material deity, etc. ) of these sacrifices are not men¬ 
tioned, no one would be found to perform them ; and hence the sentence 
would become wholly futile. 11, however, they arc taken as referring o 
the sacrifices mentioned in the text, then the materials and the deitie 
of all these sacrifices, as also the particular points of time at which they 

hays to be performed, being found to be duly mentioned, the mil form 

of the sacrifices becomes known ; and as such the sentence becomes 
utilised in pointing out the time at which they should be performed. 

It has been argued above that the material and the Deity oi the oui 
sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. But though it is true that the 
common material, Dhruva, might be taken as tlie material employed, 
yet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity,-the sacrifice remains 
as indistinct as ever. 

Nor it is possible for the Deity to oe indicated by the words ox tlie 
mantras employed ; because the mantras in question are distinctly pointed 
out, by the order in which they occur, to belong to the AjyayabMgas. 

For these reasons there can he no Injunction of the Deity, through 
the sentences brought forward ; because these have been shown to have no 
connection with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be enjoined 
bv the sentence Ta eoAm, etc.,' not having its details of material and Deity 
clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those previously 
laid down. The result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite whole, all the sacrifices other than these 
must-be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones the Agneya and 
the rest being taken as the Primary Sacrifices, and as such they are not 


all of ‘equal importance.’ 

Viiesa Darsan&t Cha, also because we find peculiar quantity. 
Sarvesam, of all. Same ? u, if equal, fit Hi because, wntfc: Apravrttib, they 
could not’ appear in them, tw Syat, would be. 
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4. Also because we find a peculiarity (in the shape 
of the appearance of the subsidiary Prayaja in the modifica¬ 
tions of the Primaries) (we cannot hold all to be equally 
Primaries) because they (the Prayas) could not appear in 
them (the modifications) if all were equal—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ ya evam etc,.' were dis¬ 
tinct from all others, then the Aghara and the other subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and, hence, in accordance with tho Sutra V I L! i-20 
the subsidiary Pray&jds, etc., also, like the Agneya and the other Pri¬ 
maries, would enter into the instrumental factor (in the bringing about 
of the principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to 
supply the want of the method in the Bli&vana (bringing about) of the 
modifications of the Primary, which has its Instrument or means already 
laid down ; and as such these modifications would no longer take into 
themselves these Pray&jas, etc.; they are actually found to be taken up 
by these modifications ; as otherwise we could not have a text enjoining 
*Kf$$ala y as tho material to be used at the Prayaja j token performed 
in connection xoilh the modifications. 

Consequently in order to establish the fact of the Prayaja, etc., being 
subsidiary to the Agneya and the rest, wo must take the two sentences 
in question as referring to the previously mentioned sacrifices. 

u v. u 

( juryastu, accessories. vSrut.i samyog&t, because of direct men¬ 

tion. 

5. Objection: “The sentences (Yadagneya, etc.) lay 
down accessories, because of the direct mention (of the root 
‘yaji’ in the other sentences).”—5. 


COMMENTARY. 

If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
‘ya evam, etc.' then we have the following advantages: (1) Tho singular 
number in the word ‘pauryamdsim,’ because quite explicable with reference 
to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these sentences 
as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, viz. : the root ‘yaji' is found 
to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infer it from the 
mention of the Deity (as you have got to do in the case of holding the 
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Injunction to lie in the sentence f yadagneya / ei;c.). (?>) In your case the 

sacrifices enjoined by these inferred 'yaps being more than one, their 
Apiirvas would also be more than one and thus in comparison with, the 
process of taking the sentences as . referring to the beforementioned 
sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far more 
advantageous. As for the appearing of the Pray&jas in the modifictions 
(urged in the preceding Sutra) it can be explained, either by qualifying 
the injunction of Kvwala in the performance of the Pray&jja* in the 
modifications, by adding the condition ‘ in such cases when there are sen¬ 
tences that must be taken as Anuvdda , or by taking it as laying down a 
material for the Praydja occurring in the primary itself. 

sjt otrt ff cwferrr 

to u i w 

\ 

Chodana, injunction, Va, but. wm Gut? an am, of accessories, 
Yugapat, simultaneously, mrnn SUstriU, by the scripture. Choclite, being 

declared. f% Hi, because, Tadarthatw&i, for tlio sake of accessories. 

to to Tasya tasya, with each, Upadisiyat, would be enjoined. 

6. Reply : But they are Injunctions ; as otherwise 
many accessories would be declared simultaneously by the 
scripture, because if they appeared after tlie sacrifices had 
been enjoined then their such appearance could he only for 
tlie sake of the accessories and as such we would have to 
admit of an injunctive word with each accessory.—6. 

COMMENTARY. 


The sentences ‘yadagneya,’ etc., cannot be taken as laying down the 
accessories of the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ ya eivlm, etc.’ Be¬ 
cause it is a well recognised rale that when the Action is one that lias been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence) we cannot lay down more than 
one accessory with regard to it; as it is only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could he laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhavand because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by other means. And so long as this Bhavand is not 
fully equipped with all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the 
Root and the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries 
of the sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this 
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fully laid clown, the Injunction is not complete. And it so 
happens that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of 
the auxiliaries that are recognised as constituting the factors of the 
BMvanA —this inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the 
said auxiliaries,—then it is that the Bhttvamt comes to be specified by 
those specifications which are implied by the Instrumental case-endings 
found in the same sentence, and which also are on the look out for the 
Bh&vanti (as the object to be specified). And in the case of each word, 
the Class, Gender and ’Number , that belong to an object*—all these come 
to he recognised, by moans of the direct signification of the particular case¬ 
ending, as auxiliaries to the BhavanU because all these (class, etc.) on 
account of being expressed by the same word, have among themselves 
the relation of the qualification and the qualified, and are not recognised 
as belonging to, or depending, upon one another (and as such must be 
concluded to form part of something else; and that is the BMvanti). And 
thus it is that all words near the BMvana or removed from it, fall in with 
the Bh&vanft, notwithstanding their remoteness or proximity—in the way 
that we have explained under the Adhilcaraytt or Anmhga in the fore¬ 
going Pdda of this Adhydya. And it is only then that, having got hold 
of a Blidvand fully endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction 
becomes complete. 

And as in all such oases the Injunction lays down the qualified 
Bhdrand by a single effort, it does not entail any such anomaly as the 
assumption oi various potencies in the Injunction. Because it is only 
when the direct functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes 
very complicated ; and when the words end in expressing a single fact 
then there is nothing incompatible in the indirect implication of many 
things. That is to say, the direct Injunction having been once utilised 
in the laying down of the qualified Blidvand —if it were taken again to 
directly function towards the laying down of something else, then it 
would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word over again, and this 
being incompatible with the Veda, would not be warrantable ; when, how¬ 
ever, the Injunctive word has ceased its functioning with having laid down 
the Bhdvandy then, on account of the apparent inconsistency of its own 
signification it would give birth to ( i.e ., indirectly imply) other Injunc¬ 
tive words expressive of such qualifications (as would be necessary for 
removing the said inconsistency); and in this the original injunctive 
word would not have to give up its one form as appearing in the Vedic 
text ; although it would serve all the purposes that would be served by 
various repetition of itself. 



has been 






PURVA-MIMAMSA-SOtRAS. II AT) 11Y AY A. 



<8L 


Ami. though in this manner the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the original Injunction of tho IShavana itself, yet in 
accordance with the law laid down under tho Adhikaranu on 1 Akfiti ’ (m 
tho first pridci of tiie first Adhy&ya), the qualifications themselves will I avo 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, as a matter ol. fact, toe 
Apparent Inconsistency due to the fact of the Blidvana being qualified, 
appearing subsequently leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica¬ 
tion, long after that of the original Injunction (of tho BhdvanA), yet, in 
accordance with tho rule arrived at in the Adhihavaiiu on Akviti as it is 
impossible for the BMoxnA to be qualified, in the absence of the qualifica¬ 
tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full 
fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 
the BhAoanil being qualified could be brought, about. 

All these injunctions (of qualification), pointed out by the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneous-1> 01 

one after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentence lo be 
the Injunction of a fresh BMcanA, then it becomes an easy matter to gel. at 
the Injunctions of its accessories by the help of the original Injunction 
of the qualified BhtlvanA, which is capable of giving birth to various 
Injunctions. 

On the other hand, however, (if the sentence be taken as only 
referring to a Bhclvanfl previously enjoined by another sentence), this is 
not possible. Because as a rule, it is only when Primary is carried to a 
place, that it draws with itself all its accessories ; while if it is one ol tin- 
accessories that is carried, it does not carry with itself another accessory, 
because these two are not so intimately connected. That is to say, when 
tho Bhdvand is such as has been got at from another sentence, then the 
Injunctive word in the sentence in question cannot enjoin that BlmvanA 
over again—as a repeated Injunction of the Bh&vanl l would be as useless 
as the powdering of that which has already been powdered ; and then 

not performing its injunctive function, it does not become the means ol 

giving birth to various In junctions with regard to things connected with 
that Bh&mnc 1; as it is only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified 
BMvand that it makes possible assumption of such Injunctions ; and this 
is not possible in the ease in question ; lienee the Injunctive Affix is found 
to be such as has its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards 
the injunction of the BMvand) and, hence, in accordance with the rule 
laid down under the Sutra anarthaky at laden, gesu, that Injunctive Affix 
comes down from the Bhdvand and directs itself towards the auxiliaries 
connected with it. And then those qualifications of Class, Gender and 
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which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word serve to 
point out that auxiliary, exactly in the way that wo have explained m 
L case of the Injunction of a qualified BMvand: and as such these 
qualifications are all enjoined, and hence m the case ot a single woul, even 
though the BhAvana has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible 
to have the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). \\ her how¬ 
ever there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many words 
(as in the case of the sentences ‘ Agneyoftdhapdlah, etc.’} then m that ease, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, the 
words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one another) ; and 
hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has nothing 

to do with any other ; and when it would betake to tins latter, 
it could not have anything to do with another, and so on ; because 
, lU of them being wholly unconnected with one another, dor these 
reasons it is not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by 
otlu . r . a S we had in the case of the Injunction applying to the 

Bhavana. ....... , • , • • . 

Tims then in this case, the original Injunction not giving 

birth to other Injunctions, the former being one only, would be wholly 
taken up in the laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration 
tint it lays down another also, would not be possible, unless we meant to 
repeat the original Injunction ; this would entail the anomaly of all these 
repeated Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having ho 
authority). This is what is meant by the second half of the SHtra, which 
means that if the sentence were taken as laying down an action that lias 
been already previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be 
for the purpose of mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would 
have to be repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of the 


accessories. . . 

Thus then in the sentence- ‘ Agneya, etc. ’ we must have the injunc¬ 
tion of the connection of a material and a Deity ; but this connection is 
not possible with regard to any sacrifice that may have been previously 

enjoined by other sentences; and hence, in accordance with the Siltra 
‘ Oundchchapdrva Sambandliah ’ we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence ( yadagneyah, etc .); and then we have 
the same rvtpavachana mon-mention of the form) ‘ that was urged in the 
third Sutra ; and as such the sentence ‘ ya evam,’ etc., must be taken as 
only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence * yadagneyah, etc ’ 
And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, etc. 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in Paurnamasum). 
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Vyapadesa, the mention. * Oha, also, Tadavat, is like that. 

7. The mention of those also is like that.—7. 


COMMENTARY. 

If the Am&vasya were a single sacrifice, then the two materials— 
the Sdnndyya (Curd and Butter) and the Oqadhi (Herbs) would be 
optional alternative, and then why should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials)? 

When there are various sacrifices, then the Sannayya and Oyadhi 
come to be taken as both forming the materials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the 1 mdvasyii sacrifices, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara¬ 
tion of one of these before the other,—which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And, further, in accordance with the Pdrvapakst over and 
above the three sacrifices there would be a fourth (in the shape of that 
enjoined by the sentence ‘ ya evam ,’ etc.) ; and as such the passage quoted 
in the Bh&sya would refer to them as uttarani (in the plural) and not as 
utvari [in the Dual) which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the Darsa 
and the Paurvamdsa). 

II c; || 

ftto Lijjga. Dar&inat. * Cha, and. 

8. Also because we find (in the Veda) indicative 
words.—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the sentences ‘yci evam , etc.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 
number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less than ‘thirteen* and ‘fourteen’ which are the 
numbers that are mentioned in connection with the libations in the Darsa 
and the Paurriaituha. Because these numbers could be possible only if 
in the Pauryamfoa there were three, and in the Darsa two primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences 4 ya evam , etc are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions 
of Accessories). 
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For these reasons we conclude that the sentences * ya emm, cl*.,' 
merely refer to the two previously maintained composite sacrifices. To 
this effect, we have the following declaration : 

“ (I) Because the enjoined sacrifice has no form (material, etc.), (2) 
because the words of the sentence directly denote the sacrifices mentioned 
in the context, and (3) because it is only in these latter sacrifices that we 
find distinct forms and details,—we must admit the sentences, 1 ya emm, 
etc.,’ to be mere references to the two composite sacrifices laid down in the 
preceding sentences.” 


Adhikarana IV.—Exception to the fop&going AfihihciTunCi . 

sOTBAS II. ii. 9 to 12. 

OTrisrni: n * u 

ttehmirw Paunjaimlsivat, like the Pauream&si. Upatnsuyajah, the 

Upamhi sacrifice, wj Syat, should be. 

9. “ The case of the Upamsu sacrifice should be 

exactly like the Paumamasi.”—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

The next three Adhikaranas deal with the exceptions to Adhi¬ 
karana III. 

There is one sentence Jarai vft etadyajnasya kriyato yadanvauchau 
purod.isau, upaipsuyajamantara yajati; and then we have a set of sen¬ 
tences--Vlsnurupanffii, yastavyo jAmitvaya, prajapatirupuqufu, ya§tavyo 
jamitvaya, agni^oinaupaipslu yastavyavaj&mitavaya ; and on these three 
arises the following question : does the expression 1 upamhiyajam, in the 
first sentence, only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices 
mentioned in the latter set of sentences? or does it serve to lay down an 
independent sacrifice by itself.’ And on this question, we have the 
PArvapaksa embodied in the S&tra ; and in support thereof vve have the 
following arguments. 

To the sentence ‘ (Jpctnimyajam <£«.,’ apply all the conclusions 
arrived at in the foregoing AdliiharanU’. 

“ Because inasmuch as the sacrifices laid down in the latter set of 
sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly- 
mentioned, while that which is mentioned in tire first sentence has no 
such accessory mentioned, wo cannot but conclude that this latter sacri¬ 
fice depends upon the former sacrifices, 
s 
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“ That is to Bay, in the three sentences we have the affix lavya with 
the verb ; and as such they have the character of absolute Injunction, and, 
hence, if wo were to assume these sentences to enjoin independent sacri¬ 
fices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objections 
of the details of these being unknown, and also of the necessity of having 
to assume many unseen factors.” 

“ And, further, we find each of the latter three sentences mention¬ 
ing the removal of the evil effects of the jo,mi (a technical flaw in the 
performance of a sacrifice, explained below); and it is with regard to this 
flaw of the jami that the first sentence mentioned the Upibhsu sacrifices. 
That is to say, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the 
last, we find that the mention of jami (in the first sentence) and the 
removal of jami (mentioned in the last three) form one subject; and from 
this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
Injunctions, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
Arthavada or Injunction (by which it could be taken as containing the 
Injunction of a sacrifice). Then again, the special purpose served by the 
first sentence referring to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
in the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
sacrifices (laid down by the t hree sentences) can be taken fys a sacrifice 
independent of the other two; it is only by making the first sentence 
(which mentions a definite point of time; in the shape of the interim 
between the offering of two cakes, supplementary to the last three sen¬ 
tences, that all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that parti¬ 
cular time,—each of thorn comes to be taken as an independent primary 
sacrifice. 

3 T 11 mi 

Ohodanfi, injunction. ^ V&, certainly. AprakpUatw&t, not 

being mentioned in the context. 

10. But, it must be an injunction as there is no other 
sacrifice mentioned in the context.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

The sentence * IJpcLneny&janyajati' is the Injunction of an independ¬ 
ent sacrifice, and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences: (1) Because there being no other sacri¬ 
fices mentioned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken, as a mere 
reference , and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the sentences 
Vi$nu, etc> 
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In the case of the sentence mentioning t,lie VaiwAnara sacrifice, we 
find that from beginning to end the text treats of * twelve cakes,' and hence 
the mention of the numbers ‘ eight ’ and the rest come to be taken as form¬ 
ing part of the twelve; and as such the sentences mentioning these small 
numbers are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers. In the 
same manner in the case in question, wo find that the Injunction is 
introduced by the words ‘ jami va etat ' which describe a certain flaw 
in the sacrifice; and it is clear that such mention of the flaw must have 
some bearing on, and be needed by a certain enjoined, sacrifice; 
consequently it appears that the sentences ‘Vi$nu, etc./ speaking of the 
removal of the flaw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined sacrifice. 
When it so happens that between the offering of two cakes there is no 
other action to he performed, then we have what is called the flaw of 
‘ jami ’ and hence the mention of the ‘removal of jami ’ must be taken as 
eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be performed 
between the two offerings; and from this it follows that in the case in 
question, what has to be eulogised in the sacrifice IJpdmsu , which is 
distinctly laid down as to be performed ‘ in the interim while in the 
.sentences ‘ Viwu, etc./ we find described the ‘removing of the jami / 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid UpAmsu sacrifice; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required, and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the “interim” mentioned as to the time, in the sentences, 
* Vi<put, etc/; and as such the 1 jami' with a mention of which the context 
was introduced, not having any direct connection with these sentences, 
these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any action for that 
‘ jami ’ ; and hence too the ‘ removing of jami 7 mentioned in these 
sentences cannot be taken as eulogising those latter Injunctions. On the 
other hand, that action, which is mentioned directly in connection with 
the time ‘interim* is distinctly found to be the object of Injunction by the 
sentence that begins with, the mention of ‘jami'; and then on this ground 
the other sentences come to have their use in eulogising that action; 
under the circumstances, it is scarcely right to accept an Inj\mction that 
we entail the assumption of many imperceptible elements. 

And further, in the case of the sentences ‘ Vvpiu , etc.,’ these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with the Vi$nu } etc., the ‘sacrifice’ 
would be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection ; and so long 
as a directly expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence l parWum, etc.) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be enjoined. 
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That is to say, the affix ‘ tavya ’ in the ‘ yatfavyah ’ is in the passive 
and as such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘ Vifrai ’ to whom 
the ‘ sacrifice’ is subordinate (sentence meaning etymologically that 
Vmu w the objective of the sacrifice) , and the performability of the 
sacrifice could be only inferred indirectly from the sentence—the factor 
of the ‘ sacrifice ’ being extracted out of the word 4 ya 9 tavyah' and this 
would be scarcely proper; because wo liave a direct Injunction of the 
sacrifice in the sentence ‘ antam yajati.' Even though it were possible for 
the sentence ‘ Vmu ’ to be taken apart from the sentence ‘ antara yajati 
yet all that they could do would be to lay down the Deities for that 
sacrifice which is laid down as to bo performed in the ' interim ’ (in 
the sentence antara, etc.); and they could not lay down distinct Actions. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for the Deity to be laid 
down by such sentences. Because the word 4 yastamjab ’ in these does not 
signify either the Deity or that to which something is given ; because all 
that they actually signify is a material subordinate ( belonging'! to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we liave to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predominant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be what is signified by the Accusative case-ending; and 
certainly that does not establish the Character of the Deity. Because the 
root ‘ yaji ’ meaning 4 to give away ’ its actual objective is that which is 
given au ay, and hence the only possible explanation would be that the 
deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the sacrifice. But in this way, the words come 
to have two objectives ; and, hence in accordance with the Sutra sampatili 
imbd&rthab [II. iv. 23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape of 
the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the Bliape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested; and the verb thereby coming to be 
rocognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worship¬ 
ped) ; it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that 
the Deity could be spoken of as the objective, as in the sentence 4 Vvpivm 
yajaii * (in the Active Voice) or V muryaftacyab (in the Passive Voice . 
And certainly in this we do uot find any denotation of the Deity ; ali that 
we find in the character of Deity (of Vim*) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. And consequently, in 
taking this sentence as an independent Injunction, we would have to get 
ut the requisite Bh&vanA only by undertaking all tbe trouble of assuming 
a Deity. And certainly in comparison with all these assumptions, it is 
more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere Artliavada (of the 
sacrifice laid down in 4 antara yqjati ’.) 
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Guga, property, awvra Upavalidh«il, on account of mention. 

11. Because the property is mentioned.—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

That action (in enjoined by the sentence 4 antara etc.’) in connection 
with which we find the property of Upaty&u mentioned in the sentence 
* Upaquhi paufyamasijmn y 'ja^,' which serve the purpose ol laying down 
the time (Pauryamrhi) for the sacrifice. But this sentence in not the 
original injunction of the said property; because the sentence not embody¬ 
ing an injunction of a sacrifice, the said injunction of the property would 
involve the injunction of many things (which is highly objectionable). 
And for this reason we must take the sentence upArprfu ‘ pauj’nam&syam, 
etc., as only describing that which has been enjoined by the sentence 
antara } etc. 

sift nun 

vft Praye, ae if it were, ww Vachan&t, on account of mention. * Cha, 
also. 

12. Also because the sacrifice in question is mention¬ 
ed in Vedic texts as if it were a primary sacrifice. 12. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo find the sentence Hfidayamujxhiwuyayi}} which eulogises the 
hpAmrfu sacrifice as if it were (PrAya) the principal limb (heart) of the 
sacrificial person ; and thus clearly shows that it is a primary (and not 
secondary) sacrifice. 




Adhikarana V.—The Agh&ra , etc., are independent 


actions . 


BCTKAS II. 1i. 13 to IS. 



II \\ II 


vntiKrfiftv* AghAragnihotram, the Aglntra and the agnihotra ww Affipa- 
tw&t, because they have no forms. 

13. “ The Aghara and the Agnihotra (merely refer to 

other sacrifices) because we do not find mentioned iri the Veda 
the forms (the accessory details) of these sacrifices/’— 13. 

COMMENTARY. 


[This adhikarana h based upon two sets of passages: (1) We have 
the sentences 'UrdhmmAgharaijnU, 9 * SantatamdgharAyati' and ‘ rjum 
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vyati ’ followed by agharam agharayati ; and (2) we have the 
‘ dadhna juhoti and ‘payam juhotij etc., followed by V igniholram juhotiu 
Ami the question is as to whether the two sentences *agharamagharyati ’ 
and ‘ agnihof ram juhoti 1 laydown actions totally distinct from those 
mentioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to those same 
actions? And the position taken up by the Purvapakm is that the 
sentence ‘ aghavamagharayati 1 only refers collectively to the set of actions 
mentioned by the sentences *ilrdhavam, etc.,’ and so also with the sentence 
‘ agvihotram juhoti Nor can this Adliikarana be said to have been 
included in the foregoing one; because]. The Aghctra and the Homa that 
present themselves to the mind on the utterance of the sentence ‘ Urdhva- 
magharayati ’ and ‘ payasd juhoti 1 are exactly as they are pointed out by 
these sentences; nor in this case is there'a suppression of the BMvanAs 
of the ijfija and the homa by the supervening character of the material; 
as vve have in the case of the sentence 4 Vimurupfttiiki yastavyahj and 
farther, in the case in question the various sentences cannot be taken 
together as forming a single sentence as in the previous Adhiharava ); 
nor does any of the two parties admit of the sentences being mere eulogis¬ 
tic ones ; and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the 
Action, just as (in the previous case)you hold it to be that of the Acces¬ 
sory. 




That is to say, we do not, as in the case of the sentences * upthfisu, etc 
admit the fact of all the sentences in question forming a single sentence ; 
nor do they serve the purposes of glorification ; and hence according to both 
parties the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions and the only ques¬ 
tion that arises is as to whether the Injunction is one of the Accessory only, 
or that of the Action accompanied by that Accessory? And on this we 
have the following 


pOrvapaksa. 


“ The injunction is one of the Action. Because the Injunctiveness 
being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from th e Bhflvanfi, 
but in that case, it would be the Bh&vantt that would he enjoined first. 

That is to say, the Injunctive character does not, rest with the words 
* dadhi’ and the rest ; and being expressed by the Affix, that character 
could not be related to the curd , etc., except by means of the Bhdmnd and 
the Boot-meaning. For we have no such sentence as dadhnA-yut (the yut 
being the injunctive affix only, apart from the Verbal Root); the sentence 
that we have is ( dadhnd kurydt where the relationship of the dadhi with 
the affix is through the root 4 kr.' Thus then the performability of the 
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dadhi etc., being due solely to the Bhdvand and the Root-meaning —bow is 
it that these letters are denied to be the objects of the Injunction ? . For, 
certainly, without the Injunction of these we can never point out any 
Injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner do we proceed to show 
such an Injunction than the Injunction of the Bhdvand and the Root- 
meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we must admit that what 
is enjoined is either the Roma or the BMvand as qualified by the dadhi . 

And, then each of the Bhdvands , being duly recognised as having 
distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective 
whole ; and it follows that it is this collective whole that is meant by 
the sentence ' agnihotra m, jnhotid And the use of this reference lies in the 
unification of the Injunctions of the means and the result of these sacri¬ 
fices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each belonging to a 
distinct Action by itself, vve are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
as optional alternatives. 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘ 0rdhvamagharayati, 
etc., etc., though we do not find the material or the Deity of these mention¬ 
ed, yet in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with updmm 
qualifications of il.rdhva etc. may be taken as specifying differentias ; and 
through these those Actions being taken as having their accessories men¬ 
tioned, it is only the action mentioned by the sentence ayharam agharayati 
that remains without a mention of its accessory details; and ns such being 
wholly incapable of attracting men towards itself, it has to be taken us a 
mere reference to the previously mentioned sacrifices. And in that case, 
too, the use of such reference lies in tho unification (of the three sacrifices) 
which is necessary for the purpose of the employing in them of the mantra 
ida urdhas adhvara etc., and the connection of the single Deity mentioned 
in the sentences (i iasyagharamaghavya , etc.) 


M3 n 


w Samjna, names, Upavandhat, presence. 

14. “ Because distinct names are given.” — 14. 

COMMENTARY. 


" And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
a certain definite peculiarity ; and in the case in question we do not 
perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 


‘aghara’ and ‘agnihotra' unless we take them as referring to the foregoing 


sacrifices). If the name ‘ agnihotra ’ were taken only as pointing to Roma in 
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general , then, as much as this is already known, it would not be any now 
Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there is nothing 
in it that has to be known and as such no injunction of that would he 
possible. 

u n 

Apnikvitatvfit, ? 

15. Because it is not relate^! to the context.—15. 

COMMENTARY. 

Under Siltra 2.2.5, it has been held that an Action can obtain its 
accessories from other sentences ; so that in the ease in question the sen¬ 
tence ‘ agnihotram juhoti' might be taken as the original injunction of an 
action having its accessories laid down by such sentences as ‘taydulai 
juhoti / Wadhna juhoti 

This however is not possible as in the originative sentences 
(agnihotram juhoti) we do not find any Prakarana of Actions, because it 
is only after the action lias been connected with a particular result, that 
there arises a Prakarana (or desire) of knowing how that Result is to l>e 
brought about by means of that Action, and as such the Prakarana 
could only proceed from the assumed sentence that would sum up all 
the three factors of the Bhavana iri connection with the Action in 
question. 

II \k II 

Chodanft, injunctions. V&, really. Sabdikthasya. what is ex¬ 
pressed by the words. Prayogabhfitatvat, simply to bo performed, wsfVt: 

Tatsannidheh, of the sarao words. G-uq&rthen*, for the purpose of laying 

down accessory details. J»r. Punalisrutih, repetition. 

10. They are really Injunctions of independent Action 
because the words distinctly express something to be per¬ 
formed and the repetition of the same words is for the 
purpose of laying down accessory details.—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

It is clearly perceived that the words ‘aghurayati (in ‘agharama- 
gharayati ’) and juhoti (in ‘ agnihotram juhoti ’) not having their Injunctive 
potency taken up by any other word, cannot but distinctly express the 
injunction of definite actions. Nor can it be urged that the actions of 
‘A {/hard ’ and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined by tiie sentences ' Avdhvan, etc.,’ 
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and ‘ dadhna, etc ./ because the Injunctive potency of these sentences is 
taken up by laying down of the accessories in the shape of ‘ iirdhva' and 
'dadhi' which are not laid down by any other sentence; and as such 
we cannot very well discard the idea of these sentences merely referring 
(by the words 'agharyati' and juhoti ') to the actions of Aghara and Homa 
(enjoined by the two forme]’ sentences). 

Whenever we come across the Injunction of a qualified Action what 
we have to consider in the first sentence, is what factor of the object of 
Injunction is such as has been laid down elsewhere and what is not so ; 
and when this has been duly discriminated, the Injunction comes to be 
taken as pertaining wholly to that factor which has not been laid down 
elsewhere ; in the case of the sentence ‘dodhrid juhoti / as the object, of 
injunction is the action of Homa as qualified by dadhi / when we find that 
the Homa has already been laid down by the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti ,* 
we conclude the In junction in question to pertain to the dadhi only, and the 
Bhdvand and the Root-meaning (denoted in 'dadhna juhoti ') are said to be 
mere references to those enjoined elsewhere ; and it is never said that from 
the very beginning the sentence Uladhnd juhoti enjoins only the accessory 
with, reference to the previously enjoined Bhdvand and Root-meaning . 

The arguments of the Ptirvapahta are thus disposed of in the 
Tantra Vartika. 


(1.) As for the names ‘Agnihotra and 'Aghara' they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs 'juhoti ' and ‘ agharayati' and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Homa 
and Aghara) ; on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under 
Sutra 15), we find that the material and the Deity are distinctly pointed 
out by the context. Nor can it be urged that there being no method 
mentioned in the injunctive sentence (that there would be no context) ; 
because no such method would be looked for until the relationship with 
the ResuU had been established. 

(3) Nor it is possible for us to have the Injunction of tho Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down. Because the Result might very well be laid down with 
regard to the Homa only, of which the material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on ; and there would be no incongruity in this. 

(4) As a matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference 
to previously enjoined actions. But the acceptance of this reference 
alwaj's depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that 
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■'“'ffas been already enjoiued (or mentioned); and as such it always stands 
in need of recognising the Actions as the same as that which lias been 


previously enjoined. 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghara being mentioned in another 
Praharam does not do away with all the intervening Praharanas of the 
Aghara. Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the 
sentence ‘ agHdramagharayaii ') the conjugational affix always raises in us 
a desire to know the Object, the Instrument and the Method of the action ; 
and hence it is quite possible for the material and the Deity to be 
indicated by the Prnkarana (as the said desire could be fulfilled only by 
an indication of these)* 

Then again, your theory Would necessitate the assumption of many 
unseen factors. Because you make each of the sentences ‘ dadhnd julioti 
etc. and l uvdhvamagharayali etc-, lay down an independent Action, and 
Wi . do not find any deity laid down either for the Roma of dadln or for the 


urdhva aghara, etc., and in the case of the sentence 1 unllimmagharayatt, the 
material too is not mentioned, and inasmuch as you hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken as 
laying down the materials, etc., for one anothei. 

For these reasons it must be said as we have put it. 

(fi) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘agnihotram 
julioti ,’ if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as 
an Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in 
' agnihotram’) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge 
that an action can be the objective of such verbs as Safikalpa (determina¬ 
tion) and the like; and as such the accusative ending in ‘ agnihotram-' 
could he explained as with reference to the determination implied by the 
word ‘ juhoti' and as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 
ending in ‘ agnihotram 


Adhikarana VI.—The Pasuy&ga and the Somayaga are 
independent actions. 
sOTRAS 17 to 20. 

srawStmm DravyaaaitiyogM, on account of connection with certain materials. 
Ohodanft. injunction, Pasuaotnyob of the Painy&ga and the Soina- 

v-Wa ^ Prakarane, in the context. ^ Hi, as. Anarthako, would be 
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useless. Dravyasamyogo, mention of the material, rfk Nabi, because they 

do not. to Tasya, of them, yrnfaf Guu&rthena, the purpose of laying down ac¬ 
cessory materials. 

17. Because of the connection with certain materials 
the words, ‘ Fasti, etc.’ and ‘Soma, etc.’ contain injunctions; 
as m the context the mention of the mere material would be 
useless—specially because the words do not serve the pur¬ 
pose of laying down accessory materials.—17. 

COMM ENTARY. 

(1) We have a sentence ‘ PasumAlabhetd ’ and in continuation of 
tliis we have the sentences ‘ hfidayasyagre vadyati, atlia jihvdya aMava- 
faasdli. (2) Then again we have the sentence ‘ Someirt ygjati’ and in its 
continuation, the sentences 'Aindravdyavan grihvftti, maitravarunam grih- 
ijflli,' etc. And the question that arises is this: Is Atabheta a mere 
reference to the actions laid down by * avadyati ’ and is 1 yajeta’ a mere 
reference to those laid down by 'griluiAti ’ or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves ? The question is ultimately stated in the following 
form : Is the word ’Pam' a mere reference to the hridaya, etc., and the 
word ‘yaji ’ to the sacrifices implied by the word ‘avadyati’ or do they lay 
down an independent 'yaga’ and ‘ Pam’ (as its material), the other 
sentences only serving to point out their accessory details? In the same 
manner, the question with reference to the other set of sentences is this : 
Is the word ‘yajeta,’ a mere reference to the sacrifice implied by the rela¬ 
tionship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in the sentences 
‘ dindravayavam, etc.’; and the word ‘Soma’ t,o the juice used at those 
sacrifices or the sentences ‘Somena yajeta ’ lays down an independent 
action together with the material to be used in it ? 

On this question the Pdrvapakifa view is as follows :— 

The words in question are mere references to a number of actions 
taken collectively. 

Because as in the case of the sentences ‘ Yaddgneyodakapillh' 
etc., the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
inferred (because the cake cannot be spoken of as ‘Agneya’ until it has 
been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agni) —So also in the case of the 
sentences ‘Aindravayavam,’ etc., their full signification would not be accom¬ 
plished until they implied a sacrifice ( at which the Soma would be offered 
to Iinli avayu, when alone it could bo spoken of an Aindravayavam). That 
is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the material mentioned in the 
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word ‘Aindravayavani cannot be complete until a sacrifice has been impli¬ 
ed, and 80 long as the sentence itself is not complete, it cannot stand in 
need of any other sentence in the shape of ‘Somena yajetaj for which 
according to the Siddh&nta it would lay down as accessory detail); and 
as such the sacrifice mentioned by the sentence ‘Sornena yajeta* could not 
yet come in as the sacrifice sought after ; nor, on the other hand, would 
it be possible for the sentences ‘ Aindravayavani etc., to lay down the 
Deities for the sacrifice laid down by the sentence 4 -Somena yajeta 5 ; which 
having no Deity mentioned, is wanting in an accessory detail of another 
sacrifice, we are forced to admit that that spoken of in the sentence ‘ Somena 
yajeta is a mere reference to those sacrifices that have been laid down 
in the context fby the sentences ‘A indravayavam gvilinati, ’ etc.) 

In answer to the above the Kiddh&nta, as put forward by the 
Bhasya, is as follows :— 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is actually 
recognised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it t< be 
a mere reference to these; in the case in question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case. 

That is to say, if in the case in question we recognised the sacrifice 
to be exactly the same in all its details as those mentioned before,- as we do 
in the case of the Purnamdsa sacrifice, then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the 
root { yaji 5 alone, then we could conclude it to he a reference bereft of the 
qualifications. In the eases in question, however, we find the sacrifices 
mentioned before a?e—(1) those that have the i ’Hf , idaya. t etc., 5 and (2; those 
having the juice, for the material to be offered ; while the sacrifices men¬ 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Pcisu 
and the Soma, respectively ; and thus these letters not being recognised 
to be the same as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be 
mere references to the former sacrifices. 


The Vartika is not satisfied with the above presentment of the 
Adhikararia. Against the above statement of the Siddhanta it quotes the 
following argument of the opponent *— 

• In the case of the A$takapala cake, etc., though we find that these 
cakes are directly laid clown as the materials, yet we accept the corn 
( Vrihi) as the material, though this is pointed out only by syntactical 
connection ; and in the same manner we could accept the ‘ So met 5 as the 
en joined material. It is only when there is a contradiction between two 
things that the stronger sots aside the weaker ; and this is not the case 
when two things are quite compatible with one another, in the case in 
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question we find that the 'Soma' is quite compatible with the juice because 
this latter stands in need of something from which it could be extracted 
and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. For instance, 
in the case of the sentence 'Agneyo^talapalali, etc., though we find that 
the ‘A$t'ikupetto is directly laid down by the sentence, yet when the Vpihi 
and the Yarn, come to be laid down as the materials, there is no contradic¬ 
tion ; for these corns are actually required as the material out ul which the 
Atfakapala cake would be made ; and certainly in taking up the 1 rdii 
one does not give up the making of the Astakapala ; and hence in this 
case the action with reference to which Vjihi is laid down as the material 
is not recognised as any other than that for which the A^takapdla has 
been laid down. Exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in taking up the Somaplrint, one does not give up the juice, and hence 
there being no incompatibility between the two, inasmuch as the Soma 
mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken as the 
material for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences, the sentence 
in question cannot be taken as laying down a distinct Action, merely 
on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And further, 
the argument applies equally to the Siddhanta also; because the Suldhwntu 
also does not hold that the impounded soma plant is to be offered at the 
sacrifice ; and hence just as for you the plant would only be the source 
of the juice, so also would it be for Pdrvapakpn. As a matter of fact, 
it is your own theory that would be the more incongruous of the two. For 
in your case, if the Plant, as mentioned in the-ariginative Injunction, 
were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it would 
never do to turn it into'juice, in accordance with other sentences. In 
our case, inasmuch as the juice would not be possible without its origin 
(in the shape of the Plant), our sentence be always on the look-out for the 
mention of this source ; and hence even if such source happens to be 
mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
original Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
does not stand in the need of any mention of its modifications ; and as 
such any connection of these would be wholly incompatible, consequently 
we conkl not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences. 

in view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vrihi, etc., which com¬ 
pletely shut out our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question of 
the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the refutation 
of the view of the sentences in question being mere references to previously 
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h tinned sacrifices. In the case of the Pain, however, as tlie animat 
a whole is not capable of being bodily offered at a sacrifice, the above 
arguments of the opponent would not apply; and hence for this case alone 
the argument of the Injunction of different materials would be a good one 
for the Siddhanta. But in the case of 'Soma' it becomes necessary for us 
to refute the opponent’s arguments based upon the Injunction of the 
Vpihi ; and for this purpose we have the next Sutra. 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddhrfoxta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of Vrihi) 
the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments embodied in 
the following Sdtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present Sdtra as embodying the 

PiXrmpakm and the next Sdtra, -in which the ‘ cha ’ may be taken in 

the sence of * tn ’ (which is a sign, of the ‘ SiddhAnta-Sutra ’) as putting 
forth the Siddhanta. 

It may be asked how the present Sdtra can be taken as expressing 
the Pdrvapak?a, This we proceed to explain as follows : — 

The question being,-do the sentences ‘ hridayasya, etc,/ and 

‘ A indrav&yavam, etc./ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, 
like the Dadhi , etc., and the subsequent sentences (Pctfatm etc., and Somena, 

etc.) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ?-or do 

the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of Sacrifices? 
We have the following 


POUVAPAKSA. 

The sentence ‘ Hridayasya , etc./ or Aindmv&yavam, etc./ do not serve 
the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences ‘ Dadhnd 
juheti 1 and the rest ; in fact these themselves are original Injunctions. 
Why? Because of the mention of materials, i.e., because of the mention 
of such materials as 4 Hridaya, etc,/ these sentences are the Injunctions of 
the Pasu and the Soma , as otherwise, through the context the connection 
of ‘ Hridaya, etc./ would become subsidiary to the sacrifice while as a 
matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection to serve as its accessory, 
because that would be contrary to the Pasu and the Soma-plant laid down 
in the original Injunctive sentences. Or in accordance with a previous 
aw, the Pasu arid the Soma having been obtained from other sentences, 
the mention of the connection of materials, in the present context, would 
in your theory be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the 
word Soma (in ‘ Somena yajeta ’) is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
4 Agnitfoviiyam pasum 1 serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
4 Agni-Soma and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
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any material, the mention of materials in the other sentences is not at all 
superfluous. Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions of the 
sacrifice are contained in the sentences 4 Hridayeuya, etc./ and 4 AindravA !- 
yavam etc ' (and the sentences Agnidomiyarn, pcimm, etc./ and ‘S omena 

V'jjeta' are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,-the 

former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the offerings of 
the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices taken 
collectively.) 

The Vartika takes the next Sutra as embodying the Siddhfinta of the 
Adhi karana while the Bhasya takes it as meeting certain Pfivapaksa 
arguments. 

TO&TTT: II \\ 

Acliodakah, cannot he injunctive. ^ Cha, further. Sairiskarah, 

laying down purificatory rites. 


18. But as (laying clown) purificatory rites they cannot 
lie injunctive (of independent Actions). IS. 

commentary. 

The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to 
previous sacrifices, because of these latter not bring the sacrifices treated of 

by the context ,-an argument that has already been explained on a 

previous occasion in Sutra 11. ii. 10. 

Question : But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
by the context ?” 

Answer: Because the words ‘aoadyabV and 4 grihnfiti ’ are not 
injunctive of sacrifices; as what they do is only to lay down certain 
I purificatory or preparatory rites ; because they are actually found to end 
with them: as when a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending 
in the pointing out of such rites, there is no ground for assuming a 
sacrifice to be indirectly indicated. 

Thus, then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences 4 A indravftyvum, 
etc./) having the character of mere Preparatory Actions, they stand in need 
of the mention of a ‘sacrifice 1 somewhere else: and as such there 
would be nothing incongurous in the fact of such a sacrifice being laid 
down by another sentence (Somena yajeia), etc. 

And our way of taking the sentences lias the following advantage. 
(1) The singular number in ‘ Jyobifiomena 1 becomes capable of being 
taken directly (and not figuratively as necessitated by the Purvapakf a, 
which makes it refer to many sacrifices), (2) we are saved the useless trouble 
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Opting the word ‘ Soma ’ (in ‘ Somena yajeta ’) as a second name 
the ( Jyoti?toma,' (3) nor is it necessary for us to accept the apparently 
useless fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the other 
sentences, as in the case of the Purvapaksa in connection with 
* Agharftgnihotra 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices. 

§#?T3[ ^ 

n uu 

Tadbhed&t, because of difference. Karma# a.b, of the action. 

Abhyasah, repetition. Dravyaprifchaktv&t, as the substances are dis¬ 

tinct. sfpH' A nar th aka in, useless. 1j? Hi, because, Sy&t, it would be, 
Bfredufr, difference. Dravyagu#ibh4vat, as it is subservient to the 

substance. 

19. Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action, as the substances are distinct, it would be useless 
(to mention another connection) ; hence there is a difference 
(in the Grahana ); specially as it is subservient to the sub¬ 
stance.—19. 

COMMENTARY. 


On account of the connection of the deity being different in each 

case,- 'there must he a repetition of the action of gra'hdfyi; because on 

account of the distinctness of the substance that is to be prepared or 
purified by means of the grchan < in connection with the said deities, if 
any other connection were mentioned, it would be wholly useless as it would 
not be performed ; and hence, there is a difference of the gmhafta, because 
it is subservient to the substance to be purified (by that grahaya). 

The Vartika has suggested another interpretation of the Sdtra also, 

it is as follows :- 'tadbhed&t' - i.e., because of the diversity of the 

prepared ‘ 8oma - there is a repetition of the action of sacrifice ; i because 

of the separateness of the material accepted ’;—if all of them were not offered 
up, the whole * would be useless ’; and hence even though in the original 
Injunction, the sacrifice has been mentioned but once yet * there is a 
diversity 1 of its performance, because of the fact of the originally enjoined 
* substance being subservient to the various conditions mentioned in other 
sentences. 

The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
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Srevious holding into separate cups would become wholly useless; and 
the deities, to whom the cupfuls have been previously dedicated, would 
not become connected with (possessed ofj their specified shares; nor is it 
possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the (single) 
offering, hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, to mix up 
all the juice and make a single offering of it; specially as even if this 
were done, it would lead to a confusion of the shares (previously specified). 
And when the shares have been once separately specified, it becomes 
necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless of course 
he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. Thus 
then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously determined, 
it is only when all the deities (and the cjraliarias as taken collectively, that 
the following sentence— dasaitdnadhvaryuh pmtahsavane grihvAti, ciswino 
dasanio grihndti turn tvitiyam juhoti etc., etc., (laying down the definite 
order and the summing up of the various 1 grahanas 7 becomes explicable.) 

Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
J yotixtoma). 

The use of the present Adhikararxa lies in the fact that, according to 
the 'purvapakya, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the same sacrifice (the 
Jyotigtoma ), we would have the performance of tho details with regard 
to one cup, and that, too, only once ; whereas, according to the Siddhdnta , 
the whole thing has to bo done exactly as in the Primary Sacrifice (the 
Jyotistoma). 

faster, u ^ u 


Sanskarab, the purificatory action, g Tu, however. * Na Phidyeta, 
would not differ. Par&rfchatvat, on account of being for the sake of some- 

thing else, Darvyasya, of tlio substance, Guuabhutatvftfc, bccauso it 

has a subordinate position. 

20. The purificatory action would not differ because 
the substance being for the sake of something else has a 
subordinate position.—20. 


COMMENTARY. 

In the Pfirvapaksa if; has been argued that in the case of the tying 
of the animal there are a number of texts laying down the tethering post 
to bo of Khadira, Pal&da, etc., and this tying being a purificatory act the 
various trees mentioned have been regarded as optional alternatives. In 
the same manner it has been urged in tbo case of tho many deities men¬ 
tioned also ludra, Vayu, etc., those should bo regarded as optional 
alternatives. 

5 
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In answer to this argument the Sutra points out that the analogy 
put forward does not hold good. In the case of the tethering post, the 
several kinds of wood are laid down dearly for the purpose of accomplish¬ 
ing a purification. Hence there could be no necessity for the using of all 
the words, for which reason they are taken as optional alternatives. In 
the case of the deities on the other hand the passages under consideration 
do not mention them as accomplishing the sacrifice. Consequently not 
being subservient to anything they must bo regarded as equally indepen¬ 
dent and hence every one of them has to be adopted. 

It may be noted that this Sutra has been omitted by Kumarila in 
his Vftrtika. 


Adhikarana VII.—Actions differentiated by means of 
number. 

St'TRA II. ii. 21. 

W&FU U ^ U 

Pvithuktvanivesat, because of its separateness. wrqT Saiikhyayd, by 
means of number. Karmabbedab, differentiation of actions, Syat, would 


be* 

21. Because of the fact of its inhering in separateness, 
number would serve to differentiate the Actions.—21. 

The treatment of the three exceptions to the law relating to the 
Reception of words has been finished, and we now proceed to show bow 
Actions are differentiated (or distinguished) means by of number. 

In this connection we should cite such sentences os * tisra ahutir- 
yuholi,' ‘dwadak/. dwarfasdni juhoti' which are laid down as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 

And on this, wo have the following :— 

PUrvapakga (A). —Inasmuch as the word * juhoti' is mentioned but 
once, the action laid down is one only ; and as i'or the Number (three, etc.) 
it could be made up by frequent repetition of the same Action. 

Siddhanta (A). 


To the above we mako the following reply :—• 

Siddhanta (A).—In the case in question the number is mentioned in 
connection with the Roma, while it is being enjoined, and not after it has 
been enjoined as in the case of the sentence ‘ Ekadasaprayajan and with¬ 
out an idea of ‘ separateness' the number does not attain its true character. 
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the number be said to be made up by a repetition of the same 
Action; because it is only when there is no other way of explaining the 
number that it is held to bo made up by Repetitions as in the case of the 
Pmyajas, the Upasadas and the like, which have had their own limits pre¬ 
viously specified. In the case in question, however, inasmuch as no other 
number of the Action has been previously specified the number > thy&e) must 
be taken as pointing out the separate character of the Actions themselves. 
And hence as the number is found to inhere in the Separateness of the 
actions themselves, we can not accept it as referring to the Separateness 
duo to the mere repetition of the same action ; as we shall show later on, 
under tho Sfitra ‘ Agamadvd ’ bhydsasy<Uunitabu:dt —(X. V. 10,’. 

The above is the presentation of the Adhiknrana according to Kumft- 
rila. He has taken for his basic text a passage in which the differentiating 
number refers to the action. The Bhfisya, however, lias taken for its basic 
text the sentence * Sapladaia prayilpatyan parffln Alabhet’ while the numbers 
pertain not to the action but to the animals, The V'u tika points out 
that the Blmsya lias chosen this text because it is more difficult to prove 
that, the number pertaining to an accessory detail differentiates actions 
than to prove the same with regard to the number pertaining to tho 
action itself. 


Adhikcirana VIII.—The differentiations of Actions by names. 

SOTKA II. ii. 22. 

m\ N RR II 

Sfiftjna, name. * Glia,' also, Utpatfcisamyogat, because* of 

occurring in tlio originative injunction, 

22. Name also (serves to distinguish Actions) because 
of its occurring in the originative Injunctions.—>22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The differentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed for a future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘ Athaiyi jyotih atha visvajyebifjc, 
ntha sarmjyoLih ’ there arises the following doubt—Do these names only 
serve to refer to the Jyntistoma for tho purpose of laying down ‘ a thou¬ 
sand’ as the sacrificial gifts in connectien with it i Or do they lay down 
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ther Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift ? And on this wo have 
the following]— 

Pilrvapaksa .—Inasmuch as the words * alha' and ‘ e$a ’ stand in need 
of something that lias gone before, and as tho rejection of the original sub¬ 
ject and the taking up another is a faulty process,—it follows that the 
various names apply to the single sacrifice * J yotirtoma for which, as in the 
case of the ‘ Dah$ayaria ’ Sacrifice another detail fin the shape of the gift of 
a ‘thousand)’ is laid down. And when we already have a sentence 
‘ Jyoti§tomena Svargakdmo Y a jet a that lays down tho connection between 
the material and the result, if we accept the words in question to be the 
names of the same Actions, wo are saved the necessity of assuming—(1) 
another Action, (2) an Apdrva in keeping with that Action, and (3) wholly 
unheard-of methods for the accomplishment of that Apiivva , etc., etc., and 
there would bo the further advantage that as the mention of the gift of 
‘ a thousand’ could be taken as laying down a method of procedure with 
regard to tho Jyoti$toma t wo would not have to get aside this sacrifice 
(which forms the original subject of the context). If tho sentences in 
question were to bo Injunctions ol ! other Actions, there would be no use for 
the word ‘ ablia' which refers to something gone before ; for one sacrifice 
does not stand in need of another ; nor does any significance attach to any 
order of sequence among the sacrifices (that are independent of one another) 
as we shall show later on. And hetiee the word ‘ citha cannot bo 
taken as signifying this order of sequence. Nor does the Name express 
a Bh&vanct nor is the Root-meaning found to be mixed up with the 
Name , in the sentence in question, as is the case with the root £ yaji (which 
is often mixed up with names of Sacrifices), and as such there could bo 
no idea of difference among the Root-meaning. Nor again is the Name an 
injunctive word , whereby it. could urge people to other (actions than the 
Jyotitfmia ); and so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, 
even if a difference could be cognised , we could attach no significance 
to it exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in ‘ graham ’ 
(in the sentence graham sammetr^ti ). The injunctive word (in tho sentence 
Etefia Saha&radakfhena yajeta) that wo have in connection with these 
sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail (in tho 
shapo of the sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’) ; and as such it cannot 
pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive words were not 
thus sot aside then, too, tho difference of tho two Sacrifices would be based 
upon the repetition of the w r ord yajeta and not upon tho Names. 

The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea of 
difference among Actions, in accordance with the SiUrq, II.iii.26. Or, 
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if, may bo that inasmuch as the (gift of a thousand rests upon the previously 
mentioned Jyotistoma, the particular result mentioned in connection with 
this gift may be taken as following from the employment of this accessory 
gift in connection with the same 4 Joti^toma' just as the employing of 
different accessories (at the same sacrifice) such as 4 daclhi ’ and 4 milking 
vessel’ is laid down, with a view to particular results (in the shape of the 
obtaining of an organ of sense and Cattle , respectively). And thus, too, 
the Action referred to cannot be a new one. 

In the case of the word 4 Jyoti^f etc. there is a further peculiarity : 
they form part of the name 4 Jyoiiitpma' and as such they cannot fail 
to give an idea of the 4 Jyoti$toma\ Specially as wo find the 4 Jyotistoma 
actually spoken of as 4 Jyotify' in the sentence 4 Vasante Vasante Jyotiyi, etc. 

For those reasons, we conclude that inasmuch as in the case in ques¬ 
tion, we find none of the abovemenlioned grounds of diversity, viz. —Dif¬ 
ference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the mention of an 
| Accessory incompatible witli the original Action, and a Difference of con- 
I text—tho actions referred to cannot be any other than the original 

4 Jyoti$torna 

Siddhanta .—To the above we make the following reply : when no word 
expressive of tho Action has been usod, the name that happens to bo men¬ 
tioned first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to 
I say, in a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced verb, before the name comes to be mentioned, tho 
- unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in that case, already 
| been ascertained elsewhere by moans of the verb, tho subsequently appear¬ 
ing Name would not distinguish tho Actions. In tho case in question, 

■ however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an Action 
that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence 4 Etena Sahasraclak - 
sinena yajeta*) and such like the number, it must be expressive of Separate - 
ness. Because in ail cases, it is most improper to use one word in more 
j than one sense, or to express one tiling by more than one word ; and hence 
' whenever we come across anew thing, we look for a new name ; and nice 
versa whenever we find a new name we look for a new thing. When, 
however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same that has been 
known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker authority of the 
aforesaid character of the name. But so long as there is no such recog* 
nition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of difference 
naturally afforded by the difference of names, 

For instance, in the case in question, wc find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotiytoma, there is, later on, a pew naipe 
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>atha qaul} and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (ie., the 
name (jaul}.) And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name, and 
we find that all the c yajatis' that has gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by the Jyotiqtoma, and as such cannot refer to anything 
else or have any other name ; but as for the 1 yajati 5 that comes afterwards 
(in the sentence * Etcna sahasradaknnena yajeta) though, on account of the 
mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the laying 
down of something else (i.e. y the accessory gift of £ a thousand ’), and as 
such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action,—yet, 
inasmuch as according to Sfifcra II. i. 49, on account of the intervention 
of an unconnected word ‘ gaul} 9 (between the passages dealing with the 
Jyoti$toma and the sentence ‘ Athiisa Jyotih ’ etc.) the word ‘ gauh * 
does not very well fit into what has goue before ; and hence the idea of what 
1ms gone before not presenting itself at the time that the sentence 1 Atlia 
gauli ’ appears, the continuance of the previous context is broken off, and 
the mind naturally seeks for something else ; and the subsequent * yajeta ’ 
presenting itself to the expectant mind and being incapable of referring to 
the Jyotiytoma sacrifice, which is already possessed by another name and 
turns itself to an object other than the taking up of that the continuation of 
which has been broken off. Consequently then, the subsequent * yati ’ 
being separated from the previous context , by the giver of the name *gaiify 1 
cannot go over to it, nor does the previous context go over to it; and 
hence per force it goes over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ‘ atlia * not being able to bo taken as signify¬ 
ing either reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence it 
is taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
1 e$a' also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it, and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion. Thus, then we 
conclude that in consideration of the direct signification of the words 
* Jyotih etc., ’ these names must be taken as differentiating the Actions re¬ 
ferred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 






IT pAdA, IX AD til K A R A N A , SA. id 

Adhikarana IX. — Differentiations of actions 
through their deities. 

SOTRA II. ii. 23—24. 

prar/rddm wrerrjr n rs ii 

Guga^cha, an accessory also, ApArvasarayoge, when it is a new 

one. Vakyayoh, of the sentences, Saniatvat, because of equal inde¬ 

pendence. 

23. An accessory also (serves to differentiate actions) 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with 
the foregoing (action) because both the sentences are equally 
independent of each other.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions basod upon their 
Accessories. 

In connection with the Ch&turmAsya sacrifice with reference to the 
Vaiscadew Parva, we find the sentence ‘ Vaisvadsvyamikqd, ’ which serves 
to fay down the sacrifice implied by the connection between the material 
and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on tins we find the sen¬ 
tence * Vdjibhiyo Vajnam.’ And on this point there arises the following 
doubt: Does tire second sentence lay down an accessory material for 
the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence or does it serve to lay down 
a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the material 
and the Deity mentioned in itself ? 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that 
both the material and the Deity mentioned in the second sentence are 
laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth, because it has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with the 
Paumamasi sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to bo laid 
down in connection with an Action that has been already enjoined by a 
previous sentence. 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this : Is the material Vdjina 
connected, in tho previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Viica- 
dcoas) oi that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity ( Vuji) another 
sacrifice and another Apurva! 

On this, we have the following :— 

Puroapak$a —The second sentence serves to lay down tiro materiel 
Vdjina with regard to the previous sacrifice. 









ptiWA-Mt&lAMSA-SdTRAS. IT ADIIYAyA. 


<§L 


Because of the word Vaji being taken as one who has Vaja or food 
and the food meant being the Amik$& that lias been laid down in the 
immediately preceding sentence (Vaisvadevywhiltslia) it is the action too 
referred to in this spcond sentence being the same as that laid down in 
the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to lay down a new 
material, in the shape of the V&jina. 

That is to say, wo do not know of any such deities as the V&jis and 
no unknown meaning of the words can serve to complete the meaning of 
a sentence ; but as a rule wherever the meaning of a word as a whole is 
unknown, wjiat we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded by its 
constituent parts ; and in the case in question we find that in the first 
sentence, the ViJtvadevas are represented as 4 Vaji 1 because of their having 
Amitya (which is a food, Vaja) and then these same Deities being under¬ 
stood, in the second sentence, to be connected with the material 4 V&jina * 
they cannot be set aside from this connection (because there is no other 
known meaning of the word Vaji as a whole). These Deities {Visvadevas) 
are already impressed with the connection of the sacrifice previously 
implied by the first sentence ; consequently, when with a view to esta¬ 
blishing their relationship with the material V&jina , we come to assume 
a 4 sacrifice * we find that there is no reason why we should set aside the 
sacrifice that is pointed out by the word 4 Vaji ’ (which is synonymous with 
Vuoadevas, and as such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sen¬ 
tence) ; and while we have that sacrifice, there arises no further incon¬ 
sistency with regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the 
second sentence we have the same sacrifice, the same Apdr\a and the same 
Deity as those in the previous sacrifice, and as such there is no reason for 
assuming any other sacrifice. 

For these reasons wo conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
question, the two materials, Amik$& and V&jina must be taken as per¬ 
taining to the same sacrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 
alternatives or both jointly and that the action mentioned in the second 
sentence is not different from that laid down in the first. 

To the above, we make the following reply :— 

Siddh&nta. —Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence 
has already a material mentioned for it, another material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it; and lienee the mention of 
such a material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not but 
indicate another Action. 

The meaning of the S&tra thus comes to be this : Inasmuch as 
the Guna (material) is new and incapable of being connected with the 
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Action it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action ; specially as 
the Two sentences are equal, i.e., indepeudenl of each other. That is 
to say, each of the two connections between Deity and material (that the 
two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as incom¬ 
patible with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

The passage in question comprises two distinct sentences ‘ Vaisva - 
devydnuksa and * Vajibhyovdjinam’ and the case of the two sentences is not 
alike as in the sentence ‘ Vaisvadevydmik§& there are two relationships: (1) 
The Relationship of the material and the Deity, and (2) the Relationship of 
the qualifier and the qualified ; and of these the former is directly men¬ 
tioned by the words, while the latter is indicated by syntactical connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘ amik?d ’ by the word 
* Vaisvadevi ’ is not through the meaning of these words; asitisin the case 
of the expression ‘ Nilotpaldm ’ what the fact is, is that the Nominal affix 
itself directly denotes the Amikqd together with the Deity V i'svedevah and 
the particular material referred to (by the pronoun 1 asydk ’ in the ex¬ 
pounding of tiro Nominal affix) is indicated by the proximity of tho word 
‘ A inik$d.' The case of the other sentence ‘ Vtijivyobajin&m ’ is entirely 
different. 

Because, firstly, in tho sentence 4 Vajibhyo Vajinam,’ the material to he 
offered is not denoted either by the noun * Vafin ’ or by tho Dative affix (in 
the word ‘ Vajihhyah ’); nor do any of these express tho connection of that 
material with the Deity; and hence we cannot cogni. e these by any other 
means save tho syntactical connection (of the two words). That ia to say, 
in tho word ' Vajibhyalj. ’ either the basic noun or the affix or both of them 
together express either the material in general or a particular material or 
connection of some material with the Deity, all that the word denotes is 
that “ the object signified by the noun is the recipient; ” and certainly there 
is no idea of the relationship of the “ material ” included in the word ; 
and honce it has to be Cognised by means of tho syntactical connection 
based upon the proximity of the word ‘ Vajinam.’ 

And, secondly, in the case of the word ‘ Vaisvadevi ’ we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun ‘ asydh ’ is included in the Nominal affix, 
but in the case of the word ‘ Vajibhyah ' the Dative is not laid down in 
the sense of that of which the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift: That is to say, in the case of the former, we find 
that, the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense 
of 1 that of ivhieh the object signified by the basic word is the Deity ’ ; 
while the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that ‘ that which is 
signified by the basic noun is the receiver of that (a certain gift) ’; 
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ind as such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can he 
no indication of the meaning of the pronoun ‘ asy&fy ’ ; and as a matter 
of fact what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of 
the * recipient ’ and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency 
of the mention of a ‘recipient’ without the object to be received, that 
the word with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some 
such thing ; and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly 
expressed by that word, as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence 
would become the denotation of that word. All that the said ‘ desire ’ 
raised by the Dative does it to bring about the requisite relationship 
when the other word is uttered ; for if there were no such desire raised 
by the first word, even the second word could not bring about the said 
relationship. 

Thus, then, though the Dative Affix directly denotes the deitic 
character (of Vagin), yet its relationship with the material (Vdji7ia)> is indi¬ 
cated by syntactical connection alone. Our connection :is with regard to this 
relationship (of the material and the Deity) and there is no doubt that 
the relationship of the material vojina (with the Deity Vajin) (as 
indicated by syntactical connection) is very much weaker in authority 
than that of the Amikfa with the Visvedevas because this latter is men¬ 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix in the word £ Vaisvadevid 

5 srdtifa imi\ 

wyH A, not being accompanied by the mention of any accessory. 3 Tu, 
but Karmasabde, the word mentioning a previous action, jrcu Gup a.hi 

an accessory, m Tafctra, in that case, Pratiyeta, should be recognised. 

24. When however the word, mentioning the previous 
action is not accompanied by the mention of any accessory, 
the accessory mentioned in another sentence should be taken 
as pertaining to that same action.—24. 

COMMENTARY, 


This u Sutra ” mentions a counter-instance to the foregoing. The 
sense of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite accessory 
laid down by its original injunction, if another sentence is found mention¬ 
ing an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down the 
Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the previous 
sentence, and hence in such cases, the mention of the Accessory does not 
serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one). 





II PAD A, X-XI ADIIIKARAlsJA , SA.24 } 21). 


Adhikarana, X . 

The Bhasya lias also taken Sfltra 24 to represent an Adhikarana by 
itself. In the case of the two sentences ‘ A gnili otren a juhoti and Da ah n& 
julioli ’ the question arising as to whether the two sentences refer to the 
same or to different actions. The conclusion is that the former 
sentence not laying down any material for the ‘ Iloma ’ tire latter sentence 
should be taken as laying clown the material for that same Iloma. 

It may bo noted that there is no difference in the actual interpretation 
of the ‘ SiUral In both cases theSfitra deals with a counter-instance 
to what has gone before. The only difference is that by one interpretation 
the Sfitra is made a portion of Adhikarana IX while by another it is 
made an independent Adhikarana by itself. 


Adhikarana XI.—-The mention of definite materials is 
with a view to distinct results . 

SfJTKAS II, ii. 25, 2G. 

TO TwTSJ "V* II 

tonS: Phala^ftteb, because of the mention of distinct result, u Tu, really. 

Ivarma, a distinct action, wh Sy&t, should be. Phalasya, of the action. 

^(%Pir 3 Tr! KannayogitvSt, being connected with a definite action. 

25. Because of tlie mention of a distinct Result, there 
would be a distinct action (laid down by the sentence) 
specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
Action.—25. 

COMMENTARY. 

In continuation of the sentence ‘ Agnihotram julioti’ we find 
the sentence ‘ Dadhnindriyaharnasya juhuy/lt ’ and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence ? or does it only serve to men¬ 
tion a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular material 
at the same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the original 
Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the accessory 
mentioned in a subsecpient passage pertains to the Action laid down by that 
Injunction, (2) If the original Injunction contain the mention of an 
accessory, there being no possibility of the connection of more than one 
enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory pertains to another 
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Action. In the case in question, wo find that the sentence layin 
the original action—‘ Agnihotram juhoti ’ —does not mention an accessory 
(viz., the material ‘ Dadhi ’ and the Result ‘ Acquiring of sense, efficiency’); 
and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of these latter 
appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle at first, 
the question as to whether the Result mentioned in the second sentence 
follows from the ‘ llama ’ or from the particular material ‘ Dadlii.’ 

There being every reason for a doubt in connection with the sen¬ 
tences in question, we proceed at first to deal with the following:— 

Purvapaksa. —Though in the ease in question, the previous sentence 
1 A gnihotram juhoti,’ mentioning the material, yet the sentence in question 
(‘dadlinendriyalidmasya jtihuydt’) lays down a distinct Action; because 
this latter contains, i.e., distinctly mentions, a Result (‘Sense-efficiency’), 
and it is only from an Action that a rosrdt can follow. 

The whole of the Bhavartlradhikarat-.a (II. i. 14) serves as the present 
Purvayaksa. Because the conclusion therein arrived at was that it is 
only Verbs and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the material or 
other accessory details), that are connected with the word speaking of the 
Result, and hence inasmuch as the Result is always connected with an 
Action, when there is a distinct Result, mentioned, the sentence in question 
must be taken as lay ing down a distinct Action, and not as only pointing out 
another material ( dadhi ) for the previously mentioned Action ( Agvihotra ). 

Because the material having been already mentioned once, the 
same cannot he' enjoined over again ; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
down a material that has not been already laid down, then the mention 
of the Result would he altogether superfluous (as no Result can ever 
follow from tire material ‘dadlii’). That is to say, in a case where the 
word speaking of the Action does not speak of a material, w r e can take 
another sentence as laying down that material, only if either that material 
does not happen to have been laid down already by a previous sentence, 
or if the sentence in question is not found capable of asserting anything 
more than what has already been mentioned. In the case in question, 
however, we find none of these conditions present, as the material * dadhi ’ 
has been previously laid down by another sentence ‘ dadhna juhoti,’ and 
the sentence in question mentions a Result (sense-efficiency) over and 
above what has been spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that 
the Bhd-pja has summed up the Purvapaksa in the words: we find a 
distinct result mentioned in the sentence in question ; and a (distinct) 
Result can, rightly speaking, follow from a (distinct) Action only. 
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s upirm a .'Vtulyatvat, on account of not being exactly similar. 3 Tu, but. 
««Ar: Valcyayoli, of the two sentences. 3 * Gape, as laying down an accessory, 
nnj Tasya, for the action. sifBm Pratiyeta, should bo recognised. 

26, The two sentences not being exactly similar, the 
second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the previously mentioned Action.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

The sentence in question is not similar to those with reference to 
which it lias been concluded, under the Bh&varth&dhikararia (II. i. 1 ), 
that the Result follows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not been removed 
from that which is expressed by the verbal root, whatever result is 
mentioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning; when however, 
the potency of the Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory it is along with 
that necessary that the Result comes to be taken. 

That is to say, the Injunctiveness in reality residing in the Bhdoand 
is transferred to from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhdtand. And at the lime that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, get3atthe Bhdvand 
with a particular result,—it is the Root-meaning that is made the Instru¬ 
ment (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes subservient 
to that Root-meaning. This (fact of Injunctiveness pertaining to the 
Root-meaning) is found to bo the case, in connection with the sentence 
‘ Agnikotram juhuydt svargahdmah’ where the name(Agnihotra) is incapable 
of wresting, for itself, tiie operation of the Injunctive. On the other 
hand, in the case of the sentence in question (' dadhn&ndriyaltdmasya 
juhuyat ’), the word ‘ dadhi ’ has got none of the various characteristics 
of a Namadheya (Name of a sacrifice) (as detailed in the Fourth PAda 
of the First. Adhy hja) and hence it must be taken as something enjoined; 
and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive operation that had been 
pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the Bhdvand in question, 
affected by its contact with the Dadhi, comes to stand in need of reference 
(to a previous Action) by means of the Root-meaning of the sentence ; 
and consequently when wo find a Remit mentioned, we at once conclude 
this Result to be something to be brought about by the instrumentality 
of the Dadhi, and not by that of the llama (expressed by the Root-meaning 









of ‘ juhuyat '; specially because those that are not enjoined cannot bo 
accepted to have the Character of the instrument; and when we have 
accepted a certain other thing to be tbe object of the Injunction, we 
can never take the sentence as laying down that from which the Injunctive 
operation has been wrested, as we have already shown above (under 
Sutra II. ii. II) just as on account of tbe Injunctive operation being wrested 
by the Dad hi we deny the fact of the sentence enjoining the Iloma, so 
in the same manner, on account of the presence of the word mentioning 
the Result, wo cannot take the sentence as enjoining the dadhi with 
reference to the Kama (because of the chance of syntactical split, etc., etc.); 
hence what we hold is that tbe sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference 
to the Bhdvand , and as such, it must be admitted that the Result follows 
from the Dadhi, and the sentence does not lay down a distinct action. 


AdhiJtaram XIL~~The Vdravantiya, etc., are 
distinct Actions. 

SfrTIU II. ii. 27. 

urrj srtj ii W I) 

9*3 Samesu, the sentences being similar. Karmaynktam, related 

to the actions, wa Syslt, should bo. 

27. W hen the sentences are similar (the Result) would 
be connected with distinct Action.—27. 

COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adhi- 
karana. 

The subject of tbe Adhikarana is thus shown : (1) we have the 
sentence * trivridaqnistomali, tasya v&yavyfau ekavirummagniitomasdma 
hritvd brahtnavarchasakdmo yajetd’ and then in continuation of this Agnistut 
sacrifice we have the sentence ‘ vclravantiyamaynitfomasdma hdryom' 
which lays down an accessory in the shape of the vdravandyamayni- 
sjtomas&ma hfitvd pasuhdmo hyetcnd yajetd. [This difference between the 
bearing of tbe two sentences being that when the Varvantiya is sung 
to in connection with the Vdyavija verses then the result is in the shape 

of ‘ Brahmic glory ’ while when the same is sung in connection with the 

Revati verses, the Result is in the shape of ‘ Cattle ’]• 

Here, too, we have as before, the following doubt:—Does this 
last sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down 
in the previous sentence, as qualified by a distinct material (in the shape 
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of the Varmnttya in connection with the Revolt veraes) ? Or, does it only 
serve to lay down this distinct material only, with reference to the same 
Action, just as in the case oJ.' the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana? 

And on this we have the following:— 

Purvapaksa. —In view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion 
arrived at, in the foregoing Adhikarana , it must be admitted that the 
sentence in question serves only to lay down the Result as following from 
a particular accessory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). 
Because, as a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency ol: the 
sentence is taken up by the connection between the Revati and the 
VaravanUlya, and then we find a Result mentioned along with this In¬ 
junction ; consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Sacrifice (as that would entail a dual junctioning of the Injunction, 
thereby leading to syntactical split). And as for the connection between 
the Revati and the Varavantiya , this would be brought about, without 
a repetition of the Injunctive affix, by the word ‘ kvitvd ’ which is 
mentioned distinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said 
syntactical split). 

To the above we make the following reply : 

Siddhdnta —When there is an Accessory which accepts the previously 
mentioned Action as its substratum, then alone is it so that we do not 
perceive any difference between the Actions (mentioned in the two 
sentences), and the reason is that in such a case what the latter sentence 
does is only to refer to the previous Action for the sake of its connection 
with the now Accessory. 

That is to say, we find the sentence in question * etasyaiva revati$u , ’ 
etc., containing the mention of 4 sacrifice ’ directly by means of the root 
* yaji’; under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice 5 that is 
herein mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, 
then alone could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not a distinct sacrifice. As for instance in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhnendriyakdmasaya , etc.,' we find that the sentence 
directly lays down only the relationship with the particular Result, and 
then the context helps to supply the other substrate of the relationship 
in the shape of Ilonni ; and. in this case we admit the mention of ‘ Homo , 5 
in the sentence to be a mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘Iloma 5 
and another reason for this is that the Dadhi by itself also is capable of 
directly accomplishing the Homci. In the case in question, on the other 
hand, we find that the Varavantiya qualified by the Revati verses is not, 
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oy itself, capable of directly accomplishing the sacrifice, because it is 
neither a Deity nor a material (which two alone are directly accomplishing 
the sacrifice); because the sacrifice requires for its accomplishment, no 
other helping factors, except those of the Deity, the material, and the 
performer; and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of 

a Soma (V&ravant'iya and tho like). 

Thus then, though through the peculiar character of the context, the 
sacrifice (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not be¬ 
come cognised a the substrate of the said Soma, because of its inheient 
incapability of having that character; and hence that sacrifice . cannot 

be accepted as referred to by the sentence in question ( Revatm , etc,) 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the sacrifice herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the 
Hymning, that forms a part of the previous * sacrifice ’ and which being 
accomplished by means of tho Varvcintiya Sow.a , is capable of being taken 
as its substrate—it is not pointed out by the context; because the presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘ sacrifice’ ; the ' Agmfiut is only based upon 
an indirect implication. 


Adhikarana XIII.— A single result following from two 

Actions. 

SUTRA II. ii. 28—29. 

bm -rmmiut: u sc n 

Saubbaro, in connection with the Subhara. JWJ*: Purusas retell, be¬ 
cause of the mention of human effort. bW Nidlianam, with the Nidhana. w&m; 
Knmasamyogah, connection of a desirable result. 

28. Because of the mention of human effort in con¬ 
nection with the Saubhara tliere must he a distinct desirable 
result connected with the Nidhana.—-28. 

COMMENTARY. 

From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is the Brahmastima 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotdtjtoma ; in connection 
witli this we have the sentences ‘ Yadi Rathantaram,’ etc, which serve to 
lay down certain motive causes; and then later on, we meet with the 

sentence._(1) ‘ Yo Vviijtikdmo yo annMyaMmo yah svargakdmah sa 

saubharena stuvita,’ which mentions the three results in connection with 
tho Saubhara which is a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotidom', 
sacrifice, in accordance with the rule that all such desirable results are 
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connected with the necessary accompaniment, because this is equally 


present in all eases ; and it will be shown later on, under Stitra IV iii. 5, 


that such an accompaniment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and 
fulfils a desirable end of the human agent; and under SiUra IV. iii 26, 
that the several results mentioned follow from the said necessary accom¬ 
paniment, alternatively. Then again, with reference to the aforesaid 
Saubhara , we have the following sentence (2) Iii fit i : vriftikdmdya 
nidhanam bury tit urgityannddyakdmdya An iti svargakdmctsya [Nidhanam 
is the concluding part of the Sdma .] 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the 
following question : Does t he Saubhara (mentioned in the former sentence) 
bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nidi tanas , hi? and the 
rest [mentioned in sentence (2)] which bring about separate results of their 
own (apart from that of the S mbhara ), or these ‘ hif 1 etc., have been laid 
down as the various instruments which when employed in connection 
with the same aforesaid Saubharay help it in bringing about the said 
results? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way connected 
with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non-difference 
of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the resultant Apib va also 
forms the subject matter of the Adhydya. 

On the above question, we have the following : — 


JPOrVAPAKSA (A). 


Pilruapalc.fa -—If the results mentioned in the latter sentence were the 
same as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then their repetition, 
(in the latter sentence) would be wholly useless ; because in that case, there 
would be nothing that would be laid down by the sentence in question ; 
because the hi ? and the rest are already known, from other Vedic texts, as the 
Nidhanas of the Saubhara (and the only other object spoken of in the 
sentence is the result, and this you take to be the same as that previously 
mentioned, and so the sentence would have nothing new to say.) Nor can 
it be urged that the sentence in question would serve the purpose of 
restricting the Nidhanas because these being directly laid down (in other 
Vedic texts) as the Nidhanas to be employed they cannot rightly be 
set aside on the strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, restriction as serving the sole purpose of setting aside 
something, is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are 
indirectly implied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down 
to set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all directly laid down by 
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the text that lays down the Saubhara ; and under the circumstances it is 
scarcely right to take any one of them as setting aside the rest, on the 
mere ground of repetition actuated by an Injunction ; specially when this 
latter admits of another explanation. In accordance with, our theory, 
however, the use of ‘ In/and the rest having the capability of bringing 
about distinct results of their own, would be more desirable, for the agent, 
than those that have been mentioned as forming part of the Sauhhara and 
thereby helping in the accomjdishment of the sacrifice ; and on ground of 
this greater desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the 
latter. 

(2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only if it 
laid down the relationship (causal) between the Rain, etc., and the hi$ 
etc., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And this would also 
save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vri^tikdmnh 1 as a mere 
qualification of the Saubham in a sentence which would betaken as serving 
to restrict the Nidhan'Js ,—while it is quite capable of being taken directly 
by itself (as mentioning the result following from the TSIidhanas ). 

(3) In the Veda , which consists of Injunctions, we always want 
a lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the injunctions 
to urge the human agents to action. 

For these reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
Nidhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
Sanbhara itself. 

iMrei Era : wigfkwnf 

gsnSjfcT: II il 

Sarvasya, of the whole, w VA, bat. swwiwnj UktakAmatvAt, having 
their results already mentioned. afiwt fasmin, to that. w*i: sra: RVimahsi ut/ilj, 
mention of the result, wii Syat, should refer. fWimf Nidhanartha, for the 
purpose of restricting tho Nidliana. T''- Punabsmtil), repetition. 

29. But because the results mentioned pertain to the 
whole Saubhara the result mentioned subsequently should 
also pertain to the same. The second mention is only for 
the purpose of restricting the Nidhana.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 

In answer to the aforesaid Pilrvapakqa we have the following :— 

Siddhdnta {A.)— The his cannot be connected with the Result, because 
that would make the mention of the Nidhana wholly redundant; while if 
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a be taken as connected with the Saubhara , the Result could be 
taken as qualifying the Saubkara. 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as—* one should bring 
about rain by means of the hi* and by that as a nil liana of the Saubhara/ 
—there would be a syntactical split; for if the his were not connected 
with the Saubhara , then the sentence would be wholly redundant. In 
accordance with our theory, there is nothing without some use; and 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in a question, the Saubhara , as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already 
been laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves, and hence 
alt that the sentence has got: to lay down is the relationship between the 
his etc., and the Saubhara; and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Even apart from any consideration of 
the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the'one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other; as, for instance, the word 
‘ Saubhara 1 applying to all parts of that Soma , it is only by indirect iudica- 
cation that all its nidhanas (his etc.,) could be mentioned by the sentence 
speaking of the 'Saubhara 7 ; while the,sentence in question mentions the 
particular nidhanas directly ; and as such, this latter is more authoritative 
than the former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the 
nidhanas implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is 
implied is set aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that 
which is indirectly indicated. Or, the sentence in question does not set 
aside anything of the song mentioned by the word 6 Saubhara 7 because all 
that it does is to lay down certain letters 4 tri.% 7 for instance, and as such 
it would set aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself.) If 
the sentence had laid down the part of some other song, then the part 
of the ‘ Saubhara would be set aside by that; as a matter of fact, however, 
the restriction of the nidhana only serves to preclude certain letters of 
the sloha (the Sdma). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion 
of that which lias been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the Nidhanas. 

Kum&rila is not satisfied with the above presentation of the Adhh 
karaga and he makes the following observations : — 

As for the form of the doubt itself, there can be no such doubt, because 
the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from that 
on which the abovementioned doubt lias been based, because (in the 
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„„ktence ‘ tpifiti Vfiftikdmaya nidhanain , tri$ cannot be taken along 
with the nidhanain because of the intervention between them, of the word 
vpifiikxwidya as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
t r iq is the nidhana , etc. (This is the case of the above representative of the 
Ptii'vapakya). 

So also in the ease of the above representation of the Siddh&nla , if 
the sentence be taken as laying clown the ‘tnV with reference to the 
nidhana as qualified ‘ desire for rain' then, inasmuch as it would con¬ 
tain a reference to a qualified object, there would be distinct syntactical 
split. If it be taken as laying down the Irk with reference to the nidhanas 
only (not qualified by u desire for rain”), then the mention of the Result 
would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nidhana^ has 
already been laid down by mere mention of the 1 sauhhara ’ and lienee 
no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down such a 
connection only, if again, the sentence be taken as—‘ Vrifiik&maya yat 
saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hi$ padamprayuhjita' (one should use 
the word trig in the nidhana of that Sattbharu which is sung for the sake 
of Rain)—then, inasmuch as this would involve various predictions, there 
would be a syntactical split. Though 4 desire for rain, Sauhhara and its 
nidhanas have all been mentioned before, yet inasmuch as there are many 


other nidhanas present in the Sauhhara it is necessary to make an attempt 
to preclude these and thereby the sentence would come to serve more 
purposes than one; and that would entail a syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhdnta as represented above, has not quite 
effectually refuted the Pilrvapak$a ; as the fact of the etc., being 

nidhanas is mentioned by Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhtkaraya as follows: 

The tpi$ being taken with the word vristihdmdya there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence point to its connection with the result 
or with the means. That is to say, the sentence being taken as trifpti 
V'l'iqtikdmdya there arises a doubt as to whether the tpi$ is related directly 
to the Result, or to a particular means (in the shape of the Sauhhara) as 
qualified by the Result? 

Jn fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhdqya by means of the sentences ( trifiti nidhanamiti etat phalambha- 
vatitV The sentence 4 Vrifiikdnidyeti Saubharavisesanam (Bluipja)— 
means that the Sauhhara not being mentioned by name in the sentence in 
question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could be qualified 
by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion ‘ A a trkd sainbandhdt 
means that the tM has no connection with the form of the result. 
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^4nd then, inasmuch as the position of the Pdrvapak$a based upfr 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the Collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 

Pilrvapakqha (B ).—If every one of the nidhanas were restricted with 
reference to the Saubhara as engaged in fulfilling its own function,—then, 
inasmuch as the Injunction of the tfi$ and the rest would be established by 
the very fact of these being brought forward by the Collective Injunction 
of the sacrifice in question, there would be no use ol another Injunction of 
them (in the sentence in question). No such Collective Injunction, how¬ 
ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the his with 
the particular Result; and as such, in giving expression of tins relation¬ 
ship, the sentence would be serving a distinct useful purpose. 

And further, the word ‘ having directly mention¬ 

ed the human agent concerned —it is only natural that when this agent 
comes to look for the means of accomplishing the Result, this want is 
supplied by the mention of tri.% etc. Otherwise (if the result belonged 
to the Saubhara , then) this Saubhara could be mentioned as the means 
sought after, only through indirect Injunction, based upon the fact of its 
occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing about the 
Result in question. And certainly there can be no ground for having re¬ 
course to such an indirect Indication (so long as tii© want is found to be 
supplied by means of Direct Assertion). 

This representation of the Pdrvapah^a appeared to have been in¬ 
tended by the Bhd$ya as is shown by the sentence ‘ TathdsrutUak$a%id 
vi^aye, etc.” 

The Siddhdvta in that case would be represented as follows : — 

Siddhdnta ( B ).—The previous sentence having spoken of a certain 
Result as following from the Saubhara as a whole , what the sentence in 
question does is to restrict the particular nidhanas of the Saubhara with 
reference to each one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of 
the results in the previous latter sentence is a reference to the very same 
results mentioned in the sentence). 

That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sen¬ 
tence in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those 
mentioned previously in connection with the Saubhara as a whole—we can 
never believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular 
Nidhanas). 

To the question—“Why then should there be a repetition ?”—the 
answer—‘ Nidhandrtha punasrutiJi (the repetition is for the purpose o£ 
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restricting the N id lianas). This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two 
of the foregoing Adhikararias , viz,, that the result follows from the Accessory 
(II. ii. 26), and that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory 
(IT. ii. 27). Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in ques¬ 
tion does not lay down the Result, but only indicates the ‘ fit?’ etc., as 
part of the Saubhara leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syntactical split that had been urged against us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Hi?, 
etc.) or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Sauhhara, As a 
matter of fact, however, we do none of these, as we hold the relationship 
to exist between the Uis and the word * Vristikdma ; and the fact of 
the 'Nidhana being the qualification of Sauhhara , we deduce from the 
context; and certainly the peculiarities deduced from the context do not 
cause a syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does 
not quite apply to us. 


[SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARAtJA.] 


There is yet another point to be considered in this connection : (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the Hi?, etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the Sauhhara 
in whatever rescension of the Veda the Sdma may be found to appear ? 
Or is the Sauhhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form 
in which it appears in that rescension wherein it is found with the Hi? 
as its Nidhana ? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Org and 

And on this point we have the following :— 

Pitrvapak§ct .—As all the Saubkaras appearing in the thousand rescen- 
sions of the Sdmaveda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the 
sentence iri question does is merely to restrict the Ilis , etc., with regard 
to the desire for rain , etc., (the Saaibhara being of any Rescension of the 
Sdmaveda.) 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

Siddhdnt i .—As a general rule, the soug to be employed for the sake 
of Rain etc., must be of that particular Nidhana. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not be utterly des¬ 
troyed, one song is uever connected with the parts of another song ; and 
hence what is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the whole 
of the song (together with its Nidhana and other parts) ; and as such all 
its restrictions should always follow the way in which it appears in the 


Veda. 
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sentence in question is capable of yet another interpretation, 
The sentence lays clown the mere relationship between the Sanhhara and 
the His both o£ which have been mentioned previously the construction 
of the sentence being 1 Yat Vfkttikdmaya saubharam , yacca hifityevam 
nidhamm , tadekatm Sampddariiyam. 

Thus, then we conclude that the sentence serves to restrict the use 
of the whole Sauhhava Sdma with reference to the various results. 
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SECOND ADHYAYA. 

Third Pada. 




Adhiharana 1. — The Grahagrata is subsidiary to the 
Jyotistoma. 

fif/TRAS u. 111. 1—2. 

imi 

yr: Gujjah, the accessory. 3 Tu, really, wrafaFira. Krafcusamyog&t, on account 
of connection, with the sacrifice* Ivar manta ram, a distinct action. 

Prayojayet, would bring about, Samyogasya, of the connection, 

Astasabh&tafcvat, on account of being in its entirety. . 

1. The Accessory, being in connection with the 
sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the 
connection is in its entirety.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, from among the various alter¬ 
native Samas, the BrahadraihAntUfu has been laid down as the means ol 
accomplishing the particular hymn (Prohtha); and then wo find the sentence 
‘ Yadi Rathantavdsarna somah sydt aindravdyavdgrdn grahdn grihriiydt, 
yadi BrihatsArna sukrdgean (If the soma is connected with the Rathantaru 
sdma, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels dedicated to 
Indra and Vdyu etc., etc., etc.) 

And in connection with these two sentences, there arises the follow 
ing question with regard to the Action with its Accessory that is mentioned 
in the latter sentence : Is it an action distinct from the Jyotistoma or 
is it the same Jyotistoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of. the various vessels at the same sacri¬ 
fice, as characterised by the Rathcintara Sam' 1 - ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question :—Is the Rathantara related to the sacrifice in its entirety (i.e., is 
the Rathantara the only Soma to be used at it) ? Or is it related by 
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e existence ( i.e., the Rathantara is one of the many used in the 
sacrifice.) ? 

And this leads us to another question—Is the Rathantara accepted as 
qualified by the sacrifice or the sacrifice as qualified by the Rathantara? 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec¬ 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows :—The action men¬ 
tioned in the sentence in question is none other than the Jyothtorna 
itself—(1) because the presence of the Rathantara Sdma , as also that 
of the Brihal S&mA, is mentioned by another sentence ; (2) because the 
word ‘ yadi' distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends 
upon the previous mention of that which is laid down as the condition ; 
(3) because the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the 
collective sentence laying down the whole procedure of the Action collec¬ 
tively ; (4) because the accessory mentioned more authoritatively else¬ 
where ; specially so, in accordance with the Sutra II. ii. 16. 

In opposition to this position of the Siddhdnba , we proceed to put 
forward the Pdrvapahsa embodied in the Sdtra :— 

Purvapahm .—The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a 
distinct Action because a compound is possible only, when the words 
compounded have a certain capability; and this capability is held to exist 
in the qualifying Srtma ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the 
object qualified ; while in the Jyotitfoma we do not find the Rathantara 
differentiating the sacrifice (by precluding all other S&mas), 

It has been explained above under Sutra II. ii. 23, that it is 
only when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected witli the 
previously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case 
in question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed 
by the Bahuvrihi compound—‘ Rathantara Sftma ’—is pointed out by 
the word * yadi ’ ns the condition (for the precedence of the vessel); and 
the character of the condition is not found to belong to the existence of 
the mere Rathantara ; as that has only a subordinate position in the com¬ 
pound (being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the com¬ 
pound). Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantara 
to be qualified by the Sacrifice —we could not very well take the existence 
of the Rathantara as the condition. Nor is it possible for the Selma 
{Rathantara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice ; because that (Sdma) 
exists elsewhere also. It could have been so differentiated, if the Rathan¬ 
tara was the Sdrna peculiar to the sacrifice in question alone ; but 
matter of fact, that is not so { 

9 
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Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fac 
Kathantara being the only Sdrna connected with the particular sacrifice ; 
and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotistoma or any other sacri¬ 
fice, connected with that Sdrna only, the presence of the mere Rathantam 
could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

Thus, then, having to renounce all notion of condition , we find the 
word * Rathantarasama ’ to be inexplicable, and from this apparent incon¬ 
sistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action, at which the Rathantam would be the only Sdrna employed. 
Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of being performed. 
And the mere existence of the Rathantara cannot be a qualification, as 
it does not extend over the whole of the Sacrifice, and not being a 
qualification it cannot have the capability (of being compounded); 
and without the capabilities, there can be no compound ; but as a matter 
of fact, we find the Samdsa actually present in the case in question ; 
consequently the Action mentioned in the sentence is not recognised as 
being the same as the one mentioned before. For these reasons it is con¬ 
cluded that the sentence in question is the Injunction of a distinct Action. 

3 fofwg; irii 

wm Ekasya, of the same Action. 3 Tu, but. Liftgabhedat., on 

account of diverse characteristics. Prayojanartham, for a certain purpose. 

TJchyota, could be mentioned, w* Ekatvam, being one only, Guuavak- 

yatvfit, being a subsidiary sentence. 

2. The same Action having diverse characteristics 
these could, be mentioned for a certain purpose—the Action 
being one only, on account of the sentence (in question) 
being subsidiary (to the previous sentence).—2. 

commentary. 

On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the 
present Adhikarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely 
lays down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyolistoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. ( 1 ) Because it is the same 
sacrifice of the Jyotidoma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Samas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condition 
of the precedence to bo accorded to one or the other of the vessels; and 
inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to the foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and 
hence the Sacrifice in question is believed to he one and one only. (2) Or, 
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ecause of the fact of the Eathantam, etc., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jyotiftoma sacrifice that is laid 
down as having these Santas mentioned in the sentences that are subsi¬ 
diary to the original Injunction of the Jyotijtomar; and consequently, the 
Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 
Jyobiftoma, which therefore is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 


SL 


For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [ and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 


Adhikarana II.—The Avesti is a distinct sacrifice. 

StfTRA II. iii. 3. 

&& Avesfcau, in the Avesti. Yajnasamyogdt, on account of connec¬ 
tion with the sacrifice. Kratupradhanam, pointing chiefly to a sacrifice. 

***** Uchyate, must be accepted. 

3. Because of the mention of the Avesti being con¬ 
nected with the mention of the sacrifice it must be accepted as 
pointing chiefly 'to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory).—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

Ia the same context with the sentence ‘ Raja rajasuyena svdrajyakdmo 
yajeta ’, we find the sentence—(i) Agneyo/jt&kapalo hiranyan dakyina and so 
forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning tko relationship of certain 
substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as ‘ Avesti’ ; and 
then subsequently, we come across the following sentence: (tl) * Yadi 
Brahmai.io yajeta Bdrhaspatyam madliye nidhaya huUmahubim hutod 
hutvabhigharayet yadi Rajanya Aindram, yadi Vaisyo Vaisvadeoam.' 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
and it is this: (a] Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the B&rhas- 

pat i/a, etc., as due to (conditioned by) the connection of the Avesti as 
forming part of the Rajasftya, with the various castes, a connection that 
has already been laid down in the previous sentences ? Or, does it lay 
down a distinct performance (of the Avesti), in connection with the 
Brahmaixa etc., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question : viz., (b). —Are all the three 
castes entitled to the performance of the RajasAya or the Ksatriya only. 
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[ As if tlie latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Avesti 
of the RdjUsitya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned.]. 

(c) And this last question would lead ns to the consideration of the 
word < Rajaf which is the word that specifies the agent entitled to the 
performance of the Rajasuyn ; and in connection with the word 4 Raja, 1 
we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
Ksatriya or one who performs the functions of a king? 

And oil this question we have the following :— 

Puvvapakqa. - In view of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhihararia , it must he admitted that the latter sentences only serve to 
lay down the conditions for the particular insertions . 

And to the performance of Rdjasuya , all the three castes are entitled, 
as shown by the word ' Rdjd 1 which signifies * one who performs the 
functions of a king. 5 Because all through the word, it is only one perform¬ 
ing the kingly functions that is spoken of as 4 Rdjd. 1 And it is thus 
alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

That is to say, when it is possible for the word ‘ ltdjd 1 to be taken 
both ways (i.e., as signifying the K.ptriya , and as signifying one who 
performs the kingly functions), it is far more advisable to accept the 
signification of all the three castes ; because this interpretation alone 
would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) of 
the conditions C Yadi Brdhmatja , etc?) and with the context, etc., and also 
because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the declaration 
of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of the Rdjasuya . 

Bor these reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
castes, performing the functions of a king are 4 Rajas 1 and those functions 
are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the removal 
from among them , of all troublous factors. 

To the above wc make tho following reply : — 

Siddhdnta. —The sentence in question serves to lay down the con¬ 
nection of the Brdhviana, etc., with the sacrifice ; because such connection 
has not been mentioned before, tbe mere performing of kingly functions 
not sufficing to make one known as ‘ Rdjd \ 

That is to say, the word ‘ Rdjd 1 denotes the Kgatriya and cannot 
be taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist, 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the 
significations of the root 4 Rdj 1 in Brightness or Effulgence, and both of 
those are impossible; because we find the word having a well known 
meaning apart from the literal ; and even though this meaning may be 
known in one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the 
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dability of tlie literal meaning ; and then, too, there is no one defm te 
literal meanirig that is recognised as universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ( Rdji' is not found to be applied to such bright 
things as Fire and the like ; nor, on tho other, to such representatives of 
the king as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the 
kingly functions of protecting the people and the like. 


*SI. 


Adhikarana Til. — The laying of the fire is an object of 

Injunction. 

SlITRA IJ. iii. 4. 

u * n 

sajvnq Adliane, to the laying of fire. Sarvaaesatvat, because it forms 

an integral factor of all sacrifices. 

4. The Injunction does not point to the laying of fire 
as this forms an integral factor in all sacrifices.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the sentence i Vasante Brahmavo Qririadadhita,' 
there is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the ddhina 
vlaying of fire) has been previously mentioned then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken as laying down 
the condition (for the particular season to be chosen) ; and in that 
case, the construction of the sentence in question being—* Yad Brdlinuma 
(Idadhita tad Vasante The Vasanla and the Brdhmana would come to 
restrict one another (i.e. y tho spring would be the time for the Brdhmana 
and Brdhmana would bo the performer in the Spring time). While on 
the other hand, if the laying of fire be not found to have been previ¬ 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the 
Injunction of the Laying as performed by the Brdhmana at the time of 
the Spring and the following would be the advantages of this latter in¬ 
terpretation : — 

(1) In the three sentences— (a) Vasante Brdhmano'gninddadhitciy 
(b) Griyne Rdjdnyah , (c) Sdradi Vaiktjah, —inasmuch as the laying men¬ 
tioned in the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the acce - 
series ( Brahmarja and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence ; the 
accessories mentioned in the other two sentences would point to 
distinct actions of 'Laying) ; and as such there would be three Layings 
of fire; (2) the presence of the Atmanepada affix in adadhita would 
point to the necessity of the sacrifice? himself laying his own fire; 
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e Siidra would become precluded (from sacrifices), as only the 
ayings of fire are laid down and without the laying of fire, no sacrifice 
would be performed. If, on the other hand, the sentences be taken, 
not as Injunctions of the laying, but as simply laying down conditions, 
then we would have the reverse of all these three advantages. 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as Vasante Br<llma%iam upanayita, grime 
Iidjanijam, kdradi Vai'syam • as the condition of these sentences is exactly 
like that of those dealt with in this Adhikarana,. 

The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus:— 

Ptlrvapah'ja.—The Laying of Fire having been implied by an in¬ 
junction of a sacrifice in general (as swargakdmo yayetd ) or laid down 
by a general Injunction (such as ya cvamvidrodnaginddhatte} its mention 
over again in the sentences in question must he taken as mentioning the 
various castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. 

That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our 
favour is that, inasmuch as the Injunction of such actions as the 
Agnihotva and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial 
fire made ready by the proper method of laying it, this laying of 
the fire must be taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and 
hence the mention, in the sentences in question, of the same Laying 
must he taken as serving the purpose of laying down the Brdhmana, 
etc., by way of specifying certain conditions. If, however, it be argued, 
that on account of these injunctions having other direct objects of 
Injunctions they cannot, rightly serve the purpose of indirectly imply¬ 
ing any such action as the said Laying —then, in that case we would 
bring forward another independent Injunction of the laying itself, 
in the shape of the sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdm dgninddhatle, etc.’; an 
Injunction which is wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which 
has its Injunctive potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory 
details. And thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid 
down in this Injunction, the sentences in question could not be taken 
as enjoining the same Laying of Fire. 

The argument of the Siddlidnta may be thus summed up : — 

Siddhdnta .—So long as we have a direct Injunction, wo cannot very 
well admit of an implied or inferred one ; and hence either the mention 
of the purpose to be served or that of the existing state of things, 
can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by 
the Laying of Fire (iu the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
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tfyniiya fire for the Agnihotm &'c.) f cannot be taken as necessarily 
pointing to the injunction of the Baid Laying as the necessary fire could 
be obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra performer, speci¬ 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of fire being implied 
by those of Agnihotra , etc., there is no Atmanepada restricting the fire to 
that which is prepared by the Sacrifice!’ himself. When, however, the 
necessary Injunction is found to he directly asserted (by a Vedic text), 
there is no Inconsistency which could lead us to assume an unheard of 
text (as containing the required Injunction) the only ground for assum¬ 
ing such text being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, 
as for the mention of the existing state of things, in the sentence ‘ Ya 
evam vidvandgninddhaltef etc —so long as we Hud a direct Injunction 
of the Laying of jive in the shape of the sentences in question 4 Vasante 
Brdhmatio 1 gnin&dadhbtaf etc., etc., any mere description of the existing 
state of things can never acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same 
effect); specially as this latter has got to servo a distinct purpose of 
laying down all such details as the fetching of the water, etc., mentioned 
in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must he admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of fire as performed 
by the Brahmaria i etc. 


Adhiharcina IV.—The Daksdyana, etcare Accessories. 

SOTRAS IT. ill. 5 to 11. 

SI V N u 

saata Ayanesu, in the sentences containing the word Ayana. Ckodan&n- 

tarnm, distinct injunctions. Sanjnopavandhat, because of the particular 

names. 

5. “ The sentences containing the word Ayana must 

be taken as containing Injunctions of distinct actions :—(1) 
because of the particular names attached to them.”—5. 

Commentary. 

[In connection with Dar&a-Pfirrjiamdsa we find the sentence * Dak$d- 
y ina-ynjnena yajetd pvajakdmatj,. Sakamprasthdpyena yayetd pasufaimali , 
safikramaydgena yajetd anmidyikdmah And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Dar&a-P&rttfirnd& i a3 bring about certain definite results 
or they iay down distinct sacrifices independent of the Parsa-Ptirridmclscii 
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&flrvupak$n >—In connection with the sentence ‘ Dadhnedviyaham(tsya 
juhmjdtf it "lias been shown above (If. ii. 25, 26; that this sen tence lays 
down a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same 
sacrifice* And this is quite proper; because in that case the Dadhi is 
not mentioned as coextensive with the Iloma , that would on account of 
this name, be taken as different from the previous Homa. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, we find that the name Ddksayana is 
mentioned as co-extensive (identical) with the sacrifice , as has not been 
applied to the previous sacrifice (the I)arm-Piirriamdsa) ; consequently 
in this case, there can be nothing incongruous of the fact of the word 
‘ Dahyiyayia ’ pointing to distinct sacrifice qualified by that name. Nor 
is there any such substance as 4 Daksayana ’ known to exist, as we do 
find those like the Dadhi. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown 
under If. i. 1, we conclude that inasmuch as the sentence lays down a 
sacrifice with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct 
from the previous Dai^a-P^rtjanidsa. 

“sepiT ^ I) i || 

Aguoa, not pertaining to tho accessories. Cha, also. Karma- 

chodan&m, in junctions of actions. 

6. “ Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
pertain to the Accessory.”—6. 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in question 
lias not been removed away from the Action, so that it could go over to 
tho Accessory. 

“SWTH ^ ^ ; BWT II V9 II 

SamAptam, complete. ^ Clia, also. ^ Phalo, by tho mention of the 
result, mw* VAkyam, the sentence. 

7. “ Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the result.”—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as tho result can never form the object of Injunction, the 
sentence cannot bo said to lay down the Result with reference to the 
sacrifices,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid down, in the 
sentence Vrihibhiryaj&td ; and as such the sentence must be taken as en¬ 
joining an Action (as no third object of Injunction is possible in the sen¬ 
tence), and (inasmuch as no Action that has already been enjoined once 
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could form the object of another Injunction) it must be admitted that the 
Action herein enjoined is distinct from all— Darsa , Puvrjamdsa , etc.,— that 
have been enjoined before.” 


siddhanta. 


fasFTft 3TT \\ q II 

fare Vik&rafr, modification. ^ Va, really. mrnin Prakarag&t, because of 
the context. 


8. It is really a modification of the previous sacri¬ 
fice.—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though the sentence be the Injunction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before,—for reasons 
shown under SAtra , II. ill. 20, specially as the sentence is found to bring 
about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory (Dak$a~ 
ya#a) arid a Result (acquiring of children) ;—just as in the case of the 
sentence 4 Dadhnendriyak&masya, etc/ it must be admitted that the sacri¬ 
fice referred to is the same that lias been laid down before. 

It lias been argued that there is no Accessory known as 4 Ddksa- 
yaiia But this is scarcely true ; because the fact of there being such an 
accessory is pointed out by the context itself—just as are many 
other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest; that is to say, we find in 
the context that after the sentence in question has laid down the Ddk- 
$a yat.ia as an Accessory ; there is another sentence that points out the 
actual form of that Accessory. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi t so here also, the Pdbiay&ria is 
not found to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the sacrifice . 

And further, even if the Ddh$ayam , etc., be taken as co-extensive 
with 4 sacrifice ’ then too, on account of their proximity to the Dadhi , etc., 
these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications (of the Darsa - 
Pftrnamasa ). Consequently even in this case, what the sentence would do 
would be to lay down the Result following from a modification of the 
Daria-P&ryamdsa and not from any other sacrifice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the context would also be avoid¬ 
ed. Though there will be a rupture of the context in connection with the 
Ddksaijana to this extent, that which is mentioned as leading to a 
definite Result ( e . g the Ddk^ayana) cannot be taken as part of die 
procedure, —yet inasmuch as the Darsa-PArtjamdsa would form the sub¬ 
strate of the Ddksayaria , the mention of the Darm-Pilvvamdsa could very 
well be connected with the subsequent sentences (under consideration) and 
thus help them (in their denotation). 
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r%<rfrn3f Liriga darsan&t cha, also because we find indicative Vedic texts. 

9. Also becase we find Vedic texts indicative (ol: non- 
difference).—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have the sentence—* Trimkdam variant Darsa^purnamdsdbydm 
yajetd yadi T)ak$ayayayoji syat atha api princhadakiiva vavshdni yajeta atra 
hi eva sd sampadyate; doe hi paiivri.ayid$y&m yajttd doe amaodsye atra h i 
eva hhalu sd sampad bhavati’ 1 one should perform the Darsa-Pdraawiasa for 
thirty years ; but if the sacrificer happens to be a performer of the Ddfcqd- 
yorja , he could finish it in fifteen years as in this sacrifice two Paurnam/isis 
and two Danas are performed ; and hence the requisite number of 
these latter would be completed by the Ddksdyana being performed for 
fifteen years only ! 

This completion of the 1 thirty years’ and the Darm-Ptlniamdsa (by 
the performance of the Dahsdyana) distinctly indicates the non-difference 
of the Ddkq&yana from the Dar'sa-PiirnamAsa, For the thirty years’ 
course of the Dana-PtirnamAsa could not be made up by >the performance 
of an altogether different sacrifice (while the text distinctly lays down 
the fact of the thirty-year-course being made up by the fifteeu-yeav- 
course of the Ddksdyana). Nor could there be a gratuitous rejection 
of the thirty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year course would be 
due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere performance of 
an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of the original 
thirty-year limit). Nor can it be urged that the course of the Dana 
Puvnanuha is reduced to one of a fifteen years' by reason of the performer 
being a performer of another sacrifice in the shape of the DAhsdyam. 
Because if this latter were wholly distinct from the former, there would 
be no relationship between the two (whereby the performance of one could 
reduce the course of another). And also because in that case, there 
would be no justification for the explanatory sentence i Doe hi paumamd- 
sydm dve amdvasye (which lays- down the fact of two of each of these being 
performed in the IMkqdyatia, instead of one only, as in the case of the 
ordinary Dana Pdrnamdsa y as the reason lor the thirty-year limit being 
reduced to one of fifteen only.) 

Gnu at, due to peculiarity, Samjnopabandhab, the name. 

10. The name (Ddksdyana) is duo to the peculiarity of 
the Accessory.— 10. 
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COMMENTARY. 

(This Sutra meets the Ptirvapak.ua argument of Sutra 6). 

I he Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action. 
In the case in question, however, we find that the name ‘ Ddkmyajia * is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially as in this case 
we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing the 
beginning of a new action,—as we (lo in the sentence ‘ Atha e$a jyotiJ} etc., 
And then, inasmuch as the name is quite capable of being explained as 
mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, it cannot serve the 
purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the word ‘ Ddk&yami denotes 
a mere repetition of die previous sacrifice of the Darka-Pih'namdsa is shown 
by the sense afforded by the components of the word itself, as also by the 
above-quoted text (that there are two Darscts and two PtlnmmdsoH, in the 
Ddkqayana}. Hence we conclude from the context that the Result 
mentioned in the sentence in question follows from the Ddkqdyarja 
as based upon the Tlarsa-Puraamdsa. The word ‘ Daksa ’ means ‘ the 
Saerifioer’ who is expert and very quick at the performance of the Sacrifice 
(‘of thirty years, in only half the time’); the Priests appointed by such a 
sacrifice!- are ‘ dak fa ' (appointed by the clever sacrifieer); and the ‘ ay ana 
(performance of these priests) is the ‘ Ddkffiyana ’ (and thus we find that 
the constituent parts of the word also points to the same fact that is 
mentioned in the text quoted above;. 

The name ‘ Sakamprasthiya ’ also means that the substance referred to 
by this word is offered ( prasthiyate) along with (sdkam) the smaller vessels, 
before the cutting up of the ‘ Sdnndyya ' cake ; and thus this name is also 
found to belong to a material only, in connection with the previous 
sacrifice; and hence in this case also there is nothing to oppose the 
recognition, in the sentence in question, of the Action that has been 
mentioned before. 


ii u ii 


^rfrr: Sam&ptib, completion. AvigislA, nothing peculiar. 


11. There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the result).—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

[This meets Sutra 7.] 

Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
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the Action and the Result, the Action therein mentioned cannot be dif¬ 
ferent from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Result following 
from tlie Action has been established under Sutvn II. i. 1, st seq.- so, exactly 
in the same manner, has it also been shown, under Sutra, II. ii. 26, that 
there are certain sentences that serve the sole purpose of establishing 
the relationship between a Result and a certain Accessory of the previous 
sacrifice. And hence there being a doubt as to which of these two pre¬ 
vious conclusions should he applied to the case in question, the pre¬ 
sence of certain other words (such as those cited under Sutra 9) distinctly 
points to the conclusion that in the present case, the Result is mentioned 
as following from the Accessory (of the previous sacrifice) and not from 
any distinct sacrifice. 

Adhikarana V. — Actions mentioned with specific substances 
and deities should be regarded as distinct. 

SOTBAS III. iit. 12 to 17. 

U \\ 

#nn Sainskfirab Cilia, a mere preparatory rite, wraxi) Aprakarap®, not 
occurring in any particular context. AkarmasabdAt, as there is no word 

mentioning an action. 

12. “ It is a mere preparatory rite as not occurring 

in the context (of any particular sacrifice) ; specially as there 
is no word denoting an Action. ’ 12. 

COMMENTARY. 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence 
‘VAyavyam sveta mdtabbeU bMtilubnalj.; ‘Sauryam charum nirvapet 
brahmavurchasakamah.’ And in connection with this there arise the 
following questions (i). Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences 
not apppearing in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving 
some purpose of the Action, mentioned in the context,, does the 
sentence simply lay down the accessories ‘ 6vdn and * cha.ru- ’ respectively 
of the ‘ Touching ’ and * Preparing ’ that form part of the Daraa- 
Pilryamam sacrifice, which is the action mentioned in the context ? Or 
does it lay down two independent and distinct Actions ? (ii). (If the 
Actions mentioned are distinct and independent), are these actions only 
those that are mentioned by the actual words of the sentence? Or is 
it these actions as accompanying the ‘ sacrifice ’ that are meant ? 
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h\ the above questions, we have at first, the following:— 

Pfirvajxih-fi (.A ).—Just as in the ease of the Dah$dyana it has been 
found (in the foregoing Adhikurma) that, the sentence mentioning the 
connection of the Accessory, and thus there being no word ; injunctive of 
any Action, the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct 
Action,—so would it also be in the case in question. This similarity 
between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ cha ’ in the Siitra. 


“TOfrE 3T U \\ It 

Y&vaduktam, what is distinctly mentioned. V&, hut. .Karma- 

gab. of the action, jfwjwsm Snitimulatvat, being based on direct Yedic decla¬ 
rations. 

13. 41 The Action meant to be laid down is just what is distinctly 

mentioned, because the only basis for Actions is direct declaration/’—13. 


COMMENTARY. 

[In reply to the above P&rvapah$a we have the following argu¬ 
ments which, however, embody another theory which is not acceptable 
to the Siddhdnta and which is on that account put forward as a second 
PurVapakga answered in the next Sutra]. 

Pilrvapak§a (£).—As direct declaration is the only basis for the en¬ 
joining of Actions, the Action meant lo be laid down must be just what is 
distinctly mentioned by it, so that in the case in question the only Actions 
mentioned are those of 4 touching 1 and ‘ preparing.’ Hence these are the 
only Actions that must be regarded as accomplishing the results mentioned. 
And the element of sacrifice need not enter into these Actions at all. 

As for the word ‘ Vdyavyam * (which might be urged as pointing 
to the fact of the * white object’ being offered to the Deity Vdyu $ which 
offering would constitute a sacrifice ), it could he explained away, as being 
a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of being, 
in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without their being 
actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might he taken to mean that 
—‘when one has set aside a certain object for the sake of Vdyu, if we 
happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity to ns.’ And as the sentence 
embodies a qualified Injunction, there would not be any very great trouble 
in taking the sentences thus. Or, the sentences might mean that the 
desirable results are obtained as soon as the white object is touched for 
the sake of Vdyu } or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the 
Sun. And certainly it is not in a sacrifice alone that anything can be 
done for the sake of certain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
in something being clone for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever that 
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happens to be enjoined for being done as snob (even if it be not a 
sacrifice). Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in accordance 
with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘something white should be 
touched for the sake of Vdyu.' 

Thus there being no ground for connecting the sentences with any 
original primary Action mentioned before they must be taken as laying 
down a distinct touching and preparing. 

ti w 

mfii; YajatiJj, the action of sacrifice, n To, but. Dravyaphala- 

bhoktyisaniyog&t, because of the men I ion of the substance, the result, and the Deity, 
sifai Etes&m, of these. Karmasmnvandh&t, on account of being related to 

an action. 

11. But the ‘ sacrifice ’ is laid down ; because of the 
mention of the enjoyer of the substance and the Result, 
which are related to some sort of an Action.—.1.4. 

COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as, ns a matter of fact,, the Injunction in question depends 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken in the 
case in question, as pertaining to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word ‘Vdycivyam’ expressing the relationship. And as the 
relationship would not bo possible without, the action of sacrifice, it 
naturally implies such an Action, specially as no other action is capable 
of bringing about the relationship. For if we wore t o touch the substance, 
without offering to the Deity Vdyu, it would not be vayavya. Nor can 
the sentence be taken to mean that wo touch only that particular sub* 
stance which is ordinarily known as vayavya (dedicated to Vdyu) , 
because such dedication to a Deity can be brought about only by sacri¬ 
fice. Hence tbe sentence could not but be taken as meaning that : the 
white substance should be offered to Vdyu ; and 1 rom this wo conclude 
that the sentence is the Injunction of a ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of 
offering). Specially as without the action of sacrifice the tesult. mentioned 
would not be attained. Because the ‘Injunction of Sacrifice’ will be 
defined later on as ‘ Yafiibichodand dravyadevatdkriyam samud&ye kriydrtha- 
tvAt (IV. ii. 27). 

w n u 

foji'pH'? Lifigadnrsanftt Cha, also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. 

15. Also because we find texts indicating the same I 
conclusion.—15. 
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COMMENTARY. 

We have the text ‘ Sawwidrahjirw /i charun niwapet . par is rite 

yajettf ; and in this as soon as the word 4 Saumdraudrdn ’ (which speaks 
of the connection of the com with the deities, Soma and Rudra) has been 
uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘sacrifice ’—yet inasmuch as 
the sentence ‘ Paris rite yajetcl ’ which lays down the proper cooking of the 
rice , refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajeta 1 —we always 
recognize the sentence as laying down a certain aclion connected with 
‘ sacrifice. In fact, in the case of the sentence k Acjni$6unyam pasumilabheta ’ 
it is only by the above reason, that the presence of ‘sacrifice’ is admitted. 

In tlic previous Adhikaram we considered the question as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikaram is the question 
as to, — the Injunctive character having been established,—what sort of an 
Action -either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as such 
there is no mere useless repetition. 


Adhikaraua VI. — Such actions as the Touching of the 
Calf and the like arc purely purificatory. 

SUTRA II. iii. 16—17. 


fern II H II 


Visaye, in a doubtful case. pr&yadarian&t, by a perception of 

similarity. 

15. In a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity.— 16. 

COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the present Sutra , Upavarea has cited the sen¬ 
tence VotsamdlabhetA found in the Agnihotra section, in connection with 
the milking of the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to this sentence 
also, we have a threefold doubt : (1) Does the sentence Jay down the calf 
with the reference to the Touching originally mentioned in the context ? 
(2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘ Touching ’ ? (3) Or, does it lay down a 
'Sacrificed 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because there being 
no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to ‘Touch¬ 
ing’ previously mentioned in tlie context ;—as shown in the foregoing 
Adhikaram. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikaram 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being 
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the Injunction of a sacrifice, the Bhd§ya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikaraxia as an exception to the foregoing one. 

Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dwelt with 
here being a counter-instance of the foregoing Sidclhdnta arguments based 
upon the connection of the Enjoyer, the Ptirvapahja of the present Adhi - 
kararia has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the SiddhdnUi 
of the foregoing Adhikamria ); yet the Bhdsija proceeds to present it afresh, 
because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; as 
there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, that they 
think of interpreting Veda also by means of Inferences from similarity ; 
and these persons would never grasp the fact of the Purmpak^a having 
been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth previously. 

Some people accept the word ‘Alabhctd 1 as synonymous with ‘Sacrifice 
on the strength of the foregoing Adhikarana while others take it as merely 
implying the ‘Sacrifice' ; and it is both these views that they bring 
forward in connection with the sentence in question also. And we have 
in connection with this a twofold— 

Pih'vapak$a .—Namely : *V1) The sentence in question lays down a 
distinct sacrifice, (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice 
that has been laid down previously.” 

The Siddhdnta view is that in the case of the sentence dwelt with 
in the foregoing Adhikarana we accepted the injunction of the 4 sacrifice 
on the sole ground of relationship between the substance and the Deity 
therein mentioned by the word ‘ Vaydvyamf —and not, either on the 
strength of a newly discovered expressive potency of the word ‘AlabheUV 
or on that of fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘Sacrifice / by the 
word ‘Alahheta). In the case in question, however, as we have no word 
expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and the substance), we must 
take the word k Alabhetd ’ in its simple direct signification. Thus would 
the similarity of the present ‘touching' with the purificatory secondary 
Actions of cow-milking and the like to be explained; as the 4 Touching 1 
also would be a mere secondary rite ; and this Touching of the calf at the 
particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible purpose of 
making the cow yield more milk. 


n ii 


srifan? Arthav&da iwi: Upapatte * Oha and. 


17. Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada.—17. 
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Close upon the 
Vatsanikdntd hi pasavdh 
this could be taken as an 


COMMENTARY. 

sentence in question we have the sentence 
(‘Animals love their young ones dearly’) ; and 
Arthvdda. showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘Vatsanidlabhetd’ is taken as 
enjoining the ' touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose of 
making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that one should touch (fondle) the calf with a view to the yielding moro 
milk because animals love their young dearly. ] 

It, on tho other hand, the word, 'AlabhetcV meant touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity) tho mention of the fact of 
the young being dearly loved by animals would be wholly irrelevant; 
lor in that case the purport of the two sentences would be this. 
Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore it should bo touched 
f r being killed—certainly not a very relevant proposition ? In the other 
case (i.e. when Alabhetd means touching by way of fondling) it would be 
quite natural to expect that inasmuch as the cow is fond of the calf, 
if we fondle the calf or the calf fondles us, the cow would be moved 
to yield more milk, the flow of which would be accelerated by the 
sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question lays 
down mere ‘ touching ’ as a secondary action calculated to serve a useful 
purpose. 




Adhikarana VII.—The Naivctrcharu is 

A 

for the purposes of AdhAna. 

SOTRA IE til. 18. 

cnHr: SjfrT II II 

Samyulctab, connected, g Tu, verily, utfsp.% Arthawabdena, with the 
word mentioning an action. Tadarthah, for the sake of that, wfifcSmra 

Srutisaipyogat, because such is the direct signification of the words. 

18., As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must the taken as being for the sake of that Action ; 
specially as such is the direct signification of the words of 
the text.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of 

the words ‘ Alabhetd ’ and * Nirvapet ’ as contained in the sentences 
10 
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• Sioetamalahhetd ’ and ‘ Saurydn carunnirvapet ’ the last Adkikaraxta las 
dealt with the counter instance of the first part of that Adhikararm an' 
the present Adhiknrana proceeds to deal with the counter instance of lie 
second portion dealing with the ‘Preparing' in connection with the boiled 
riee nor is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in the forego¬ 
ing Adhikumxia as in this wo have a further ground of doubt, in the shape 

of the mention of a Deity [Brihaspali.) , A , 

[In connection with ‘ AgnV we meet with the sentence Naivaras- 
chanibhavati ’ and then ‘ Yadernm charumupadaclhfiti ’ and here arises 
the question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down for the purpose ^ 
the sacrifice (the sense of the text being that having sacrificed out of tie 
rice the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kepi aside]. And on this question wo have the 

following:- POKYAPAKSA. 

PftWapatya. —‘ The character of a subsidiary to sacrifices is mheicnl 
in all such substances as boiled nee cake and the like ; and hence m all cases 
it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (in favoui of 
someone else). Consequently, what the word ‘ UpadadMh ’ m the sentence 
upadadhdiV is that there k to be a ‘Prepaid’ (keeping aside, throw 
in ; awa y) of the corn and as no such pmtipatti of a thing would be possible 
unt U it, had been already utilised, we are led to look out for that at which 
the boiled rice could have been utilised ; and the foremost of all, that 
which presents itself as being most capable of affording an occasion 
for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the sacrifice ; and lienee we are 
led to accept the fact of the corn being of use at the scnnjvce. Subsequently 
too we meet with the sentence ‘ Brikaspaliretadannam yannivdva etc which 
I istinctlv mentions Bfihaspati as the Deity of the Ruse ; and under the 
circumstances, if the connection between the Rice and that Deity were 
not duly established by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity 
would be absolutely meaningless. Therefore, we must toke the sendees 

in question to mean that “after having performed the sacr.fice of the 
Brihaspatyacharu which forms part of the Agneya sacrifice, we shouid desisb 
for a time, from proceeding with other sacrifices connected with th. 
• Agneya ' and keep aside the Riee (that has been offered to Bnhaspati). 

SiddhAnta.- To the above we make the following reply : There is 
nothing inherent in the Rice that would always make it employed a 
sacrifices ; in fact, the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained 
by means of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to 
them. As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
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naturally seek for tho use to winch it could be put; and we are met 
by the sentence 1 Ycidcnam eharuupadadiidti’ which directly lays down the 
fact of the Rice helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the fire to be used at the sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
Jbaving its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection with 
another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned, and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to having anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (hut only indirectly implied). Nor 
can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the Prcitipatti; 
because we do not know of any use to which it could be put prior to 
the keeping. 


Adhikarana VIII.—(The twastrapatnivatd is 
subservient to the Pa ryagn iltaranci). 

sCfTRAII. iii. 10. 

qTsfterf § U H H 

P&tmvate, in the PktnivatA. 3 Tu, really. 3^*3 Purvatwat, because 
it is recognised as the previous one. Avachchhedah, preclusion. 

10. Inasmuch as the Patntvata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must bo taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent subsi¬ 
diaries.)—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tn connection witli wliat has gone before we proceed to consider 
whether the word * Utsijabi' signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in tho sentence ‘ Tvaqtrdm 
pHtnivatamalabhate ’ we find another sentence ‘ Paryagnikritam pdtniva- 
tAmutsrijanti.’ And in connection with this latter sentence, there is a 
doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory to the sacrifice (laid down 
in tho former sentence), or a distinct Action, tho doubt being duo to the 
two-fold construction of which the sentence is capable. And on this 
we have the following : — 

PiXrvapak^a. —“ The sentence lays down a distinct Action ; because 
the Injunctive potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the 
sentence ‘ Vdyavyam svetamdlabhebA' to the relationship between the sub- 
stauce and the Deity. 

And further inasmuch as the sentence in question does not 
contain any mention of Tva$td, the action mentioned therein cannot 
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be recognised as the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence (in 
which the word Tvdqtrd forms an important factor); and (if the action 
mentioned in the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of 
both sentences laying down the 1 Patnivatd ’ then on account of the sentence 
in question containing the mention of ‘ Paryagnikavana * also, there would 
bo a syntactical split (if it laid down the PatnivatA also). 1 * 

Qiddhdnta. — To the above we make the following reply: Inasmuch as 
the sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognised 
as the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, wo can¬ 
not perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question 
does is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the ' Paryagnikarana.' 

The word ‘PatnivatST in the sentence in question can very well 
denote tho previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali¬ 
fications, just like the word agni in connection with tho Manota sacrifice. 
And the words ‘ panjagnihrtiimutsfflabi ’ also are cognised, on account of 
the context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 


Adhiharana IX. — Addhhya , etc., are the 
names of the vessels . 

Sf/TJfU it. m. 20. 

mgwirsmi Adravyatvat, on account of there being no mention of the sacrificial 
material, Kevale, there being the mention of mere holding, qrtifo: Karma- 
^osah, subservient to the action* oti Sy&fc, would be. 

20. When the name appears by itself without any 
mention of the sacrificial material and there is merely the 
mention of ‘ holding’ it would be subservient to the action.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

[ In no particular connection vve find the sentences, esha mi haviyl 
huviryajetd yo ddbhyctm gyihUvd somdya yajate and yard vd ctesydyuh prana 
eti yonhim gpihndl /’.] 

And with regard to the holding of the Addhhya and the Aijim there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the dlambha (touching). And 
just as in that case, so here also, after having set aside the two other alter¬ 
native theories, we have the following— 

Purvapahsha .—The sentence in question enjoins two sacrifices. The 
arguments in support of this view are as follows : Tthas been shown above 
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(under RdmaSlieya) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
from*that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
those that are not mentioned in the same context, with regard to which 

there can be no idea of identity. 

In the case in question we find that the names ‘ Addbliya. ' and 'Amu 
are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the context; and 
hence the sentence cannot bo taken as laying down a mere repetition of 
the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence lays down the 
Ekaha sacrifice which forms part of the Jyotixtoma —this conclusion being 
pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of ‘holding.’ Nor is the 
case in question similar to that of the ‘ touch ing of the calf ’; (1) because 
in the first of these two sentences in question, we find the direct mention 
of the ‘ sacrifice ’ and in the second we have a specific name which serves 
to distinguish the Action so named from all other actions; and (-) because 
the presence of the injunction of holding in the sentences transfers, to the 
actions herein mentioned, all the details of the Jyotiqtorna \ and as 
such these actions become fully equipped with all the necessary factors 
of the material and the Deity, etc., (which is not found in the case of the 


sentence ‘ vatsamulabheta 

And for theso reasons, wo conclude that the sentences lay down 
distinct sacrifices. 

Siddlidnta .—To the above we make the following reply 

In the case of sentences where we have only the name and the 
holding mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention 
of a sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence vatsama- 
hdihetfi,' because the former is devoid even of the mention of a material. 

That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. And 
so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in the 
sentence are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to the sacrifices being 
similar to the Jyotifioma and as such 1 soma ’ (the material offered at 
the Jyotifioma) could not be recognised as the material to be held. 
And as for the verb ‘ grihmti ’ also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the Jyotitsma ; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question ‘ A dftbhya ' and ‘ Arriba ,’ the names of 
any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these sacrifices. 
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Jcanso these words have been accepted as names, simply on the ground 
oE their co-extensiveness with * holding' and as for the difference of hold¬ 
ing’ from the previous sacrifices, we also admit it; but it does not follow 
from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice. 

Asa matter of fact, we have proved under Sutra Id. ii. 18, that 
even when such sentences are accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
materials, they cannot be taken as laying down Sacrifices while in the 
case in question, we do not find even this 'mention of the Deity and the 
material). As for the Sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘ yajeta ’ in 
tho sentence speaking of the Addhhya, it cannot in the present instance, be 
taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in yajeta) which has its injunctive 
potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory) as shown under the 
Purvapaksa of the Sutra II. ii. 27. Therefore the sentence (speaking of 
Addhhya) must be taken as laying down the ‘holding’ with reference 
to a certain sacrifice (laid down before). 


Aclhikarana X.—The Aynichayana iso. secondary 
preparatory rite. 


SOTKA II. iii. 21-2). 


“ wrarq fatfs&uq sffiPRf ” » * ? » 

wfn; Agnih, the word Agni. n Tu, really. Liftgadar&n&t, because 

of the presence of indicative marks, nym: Kratuiabdafc denoting a sacrifice. 

Pratlyate, should be recognised. 

21. “ The word Agni should be recognised as denoting 

a sacrifice because of the presence of indicative marks. -21. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tn connection with tho sentence ‘ Agninchinute ’ followed by the 
sentences—‘ athatognimagnistomendnuyfati , tamuhthyena tamatirdtrena , 
tain .?odasina; etc.-we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does it laydown a 
distinct Sacrifice, or (2) Does it lay down mere chyana 'collecting) ? 
or ( 3 ) Does it lay down an accessory for all tlio Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? And on this we have the following— 

Purvapakpia.—{ 1) As we do not find tho sentence repeated again in tho 
context, as we do in the case of the sentences dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, (2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
purification of Agni, we conclude, from the very fact of the presence of the 
name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ; and thus alone 
cctild' we justify the subsequent mention of tho Result, in the sentence 
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And then we perceive that such distinctive marks as the Upasad, etc., 
which are the invariable accompaniments of the Soma sacrifice, are connect¬ 
ed with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 

So also in the sentences ' Athdto’ gnimdynifiomenanuyajuti, etc., we 
find that ‘ Agni' is the name of a sacrifice to be performed, because the 
sentence ‘ Agnim yajati ’ is precisely similar to the sentence ‘ Sumidhoyajati ’ 
wherein it lias been shown under Sutra I. iv. 4, that the word Samidhah. 
is the name of a sacrifice; and hence we come to take the sentence m 
question as laying down a sacrifice qualified by the name Agni. And 
this Agni-sacrifice conies to be qualified by the Sansthd’s of the Agnitfoma, 
which are found to be present in it. Then as for the words ‘ dviratra,' 
etc., they could be taken as pointing out the alternatives of time. 

SinDHAtfTA. 


3 ^ Dravyam, the material. ^ VA, but. wm SyAt, should be. Oho 

dan Ay ah, of the injunction, Tadartliatvat, on account of being for that 

purpose# 

22. The material should be mentioned by the word 
because the Injunction is for that purpose.—22. 


COMMENTARY. 


Inasmuch as the word ‘Agni’ is one that has its signification 
universally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to certain 
anomalies, like syntactical split, etc., wo cannot reject the sense of Fire, 
and take the word as the name of a sacrifice. 

That is to say, the word Agni ’ is not known to have any literal 
meaning, like the words ‘ Udbhid’ and the rest, nor is it accompanied 
by any of the three conditions of ‘ Ndmadheya,' viz., ‘Vdkyubheda 
1 Tadvayayadesa ' ' 1' atprak hya and (explained in Adhikaianu 1, -* >ida i\), 
and hence it could not be taken as the Name of a sacrifice. 

It lias been urged above that it fulfils the Ndmadheya condition 
laid down in Sidra I. iv. 4. But it would have been so if the Agni were 
actually enjoined in the sentence, as something to be purified by chayana 
^collection). And it has never been spoken of as to be so purified (in any 
other sentence save the one in question) ; and hence the condition laid 


down in Sutra, 1. iv. 4, does not apply to the present case. 
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Therefore ‘Agni,’ spoken of in the sentence, is a substance (ami 
not a sacrifice). 

rf^mrgi ^rrrr fa ii ti 

Tatsamyogal, by connection with. that. Rljf: ICratuh, the sacrifice. 

Tad ak by ah, o£ that name. Syat, might bo. fa 'Pena, by that. 

Dhumiavddhftnani, laying down of details. 

23. On account of tJie fact of the connection of Agni 
with all sacrifices a sacrifice might be named ‘Agni/ but 
that name would only servo to lay down the details of the 
sacrifice.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of such sentences as 4 acjnehsaslram * (that have been 
cited by the Pdvvapaksa as showing that * Agni' is the name of a 
sacrifice), we have to take recourse to indirect indication, as there is no 
other way in which the sentence could be explained. In this sentence the 
word * Agni ’ indicates the place or altar connected with Fire , and this 
place indicates the sacrifice performed at that altar (and thus it is by 
a very indirect process that the word ‘ Agni ’ can indicate the sacrifice). 
But the fact of such indirect indication being accepted in one place 
does not make it necessarily acceptable in all other cases. Hence in 
the case in question, where the indirect indication can be very well 
avoided it is only right, that we should accept the word ‘Agni' as 
signifying the substance (Fire). 

In connection with the present Adhiharai.ia , the author of another 
Blulpja has also treated of the questions of Agni—(1) having a result or 
being fruitless, (2) being an independent action or subsidiary to another 
sacrifice, (3) being eternal or transient, (4) being a modification or not of 
UttaravedihA. But all these questions have already been dealt with 
iri other Adhikaranas ) in connection with other similar sentences, and 
hence) we have not taken them up for consideration here. And the Author 
referred to also has introduced them here by way of showing off the 
excellence of his memory. 


Adhikarana XL—The Mdsdgnihotra is a distinct sacrifice. 

S0TRA II. iii. 24. 

II R'Z II 

Prakaran&ntare, when there is a difference of context. 
Prayojananytvam, there is a difference in the Bh&vanA,. 
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24. When there is a difference of context, there is 
difference in the Bhavana.—24. 


COMMENTARY. 

We have finished the consideration oE the question of the Differen¬ 
tiation of actions by means of Accessories, and wo have also dealt with all 
side issues of such questions, as to what sort of Accessory is that mention¬ 
ed in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse¬ 
quent action different from it; and which sort is that which is applicable 
to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in the 
Action. And the five means of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by context. 

[In connection with the KuitffapAyin&mayana, we find the sentence 
‘ MCtsamaynihotmm juhoti , mdsam da ? *,v apArnaniasdbhyam yajcite and on 
this there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihotm aud the Darsa* 
Purnamdsa or they lay down actions totally different from these]. 

Aud on this we have the following— 

Piirvapalvua.— Such words as ‘ Agnihotm' and the like, having already 
on one occasion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurr¬ 
ing after a long interval does not make any difference in the Action itsolf. 
That is to say, just as where the word ‘ Agnihotm ’ is uttered in Valabhi 
or in Pdtaliputm , it does not signify two different things ; so no matter 
whether the word occurs in one context or in another, its denotation can¬ 
not be different. For certainly the difference in the context does not 
bring about a fresh denotative potency in the word. And lienee the 
verbs * yajate,' 1 juhoti / otc., also as qualified by tnese words (‘ Agnihotm / 
etc.) do not signify anything different; specially as the absence of an¬ 
other meaning does not raako anything meaningless or irrelevant. For 
in the case in question, the mention of the 4 month ’ is not incompatible 
with the ordinary ‘ Agnihotm' ; because the monthly Agnihotm could very 
well be taken as an alternative to the Lifelong Daily Ajnihotva. Or, it 
may be that the lifelong daily performance is laid for that Agnihotm 
which forms a necessary duty ; while there are other occasional perform¬ 
ances of the same Agnihotm with a view to the obtaining of certain 
desirable results; and it is for these that the sentence lays down the 
* month' as the time. And it is only desirable that the syntax (of the 
sentence in question) should set aside that which is pointed out by the 
context. 

11 
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SiddMnta. —To the above we make the following reply: 

In the sentence in question, we find that the monthly Agnihotra 
is laid down as to be performed u.fter the Upasads whereas we do not find 
any such Upasads preceding the original Agnihotra ; and as such the two 
Acjnihotras must he different. 

That is to say, if the sentence in question had simply laid down 


<SL 


the month , then we could have thought that the time had been laid down 


with reference to the original Agnihotra. Asa matter of fact, hov\e\ci, 
such is not the case ; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as to 
be performed after [he Upasads ; and as such the sequence to the Upasads 
must be. taken as qualifying the time for the performance of this sacri¬ 
fice* In connection with the original Agnihotra, however, we do. not find 
any mention of these upasads, either as foreign to it, or as forming an 
integral part of it. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down—(1) 
Upasads (2) the sequence to the Upasads and (3) the month , then, there 
being various objects of Injunction, there would be a syntactical split. 

This also meets all the other declarations of the l J urvapakf}a that 
the sentence lays down the perfonnability, in the midst of the Sutra, of 
the otherwise prohibited Agnihotra , either as an independent sacrifice, or 
as a part of the Sutra itself. Because in all these cases, the mention of 
the sapience to the Upasads and of month would be wholly meaningless. 

When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 
Agnihotra, there would be nothing incongruous in the laying down of 
many things. Hence the sentence must be taken as laying down a 
distinct Agnihotra. 

Such is the Siddhdvta as represented by the Bhasya. But there 
is something to be said against this representation of the Siddhdnta. It 
is as follows 

If the Agnihotras were taken as distinct, only because of the fact, 
there otherwise being a syntactical split,—then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with above), and not by that of context (what is 
really meant to be shown here) or, again the Actions would be different 
on account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in 
the sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra ; and thus 
the necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, there would be 
no room for the functioning of the difference of context (towards the 
differentiation). Because oven if the sentence in question had occurred 
in the same context as that of the original Agnihotra , then too it could 
not but have been taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because o! the 
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"of the accessory details herein mentioned being inapplicable to the 
original Agnikotra. 

And further, even though the reason shown in the Bhiisya might, 
with difficulty, establish the difference between the two Agnihotvas , yet 
it could do nothing with regard to the other sentence in question, where¬ 
in the monthly Dar'vi Pdrriamdsa is not mentioned as preceded by the 
Ujstsads. That is to say, the sentence 1 MAsctni dar&apftrijxmasdbliy&m ' lays 
down only the connection of the sacrifice with the month ; and as such 
there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show that the 
Daria PAvnamdm herein mentioned is different from that mentioned 
before. 

Thus then the explanation of the Sidclhanta ns given in the Bhftsya 
being found to be untenable, the VArtika explains it as follows: — 

When the Accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is 
laid down as a matter of independent Injunction, i,e.\ forms the predicate 
of the sentence, then it can bo delegated to the previous action (and would 
not make any difference in it) when however the Accessory is mentioned 
only as an Uddesya ; (not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished 
thing, forming the subject of the sentence), then the action with reference 
to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous action. 

In the case in question, we perceive a difference between the two 
Agnikotras, not because of their being mentioned in separate contexts, 
but because of the fact of all connection with the previous context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnikotra is 
present in the mind, at the time that the sentence in question is met 
with then the action mentioned in the latter cannot but be recognized 
as d iff rent from the previous Agnikotra. And as for the difference of 
contexts, even though it is present, it does not serve any useful purpose 
with regard to the differentiation ; ns we shall show under Sutra II-iii-25. 


Adhiharana XII.—The Agneya , e£c., are Kdmya Sacrifices. 

SUTRA II. iii 26. 

Phalam, the result. ^ Clia, also. wfafroT Akarmasannidhan, mentioned 
apart from actions. 

25. The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference).—25, 
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COMMENTARY, 


All the six causes of differentiation have been dealt with. We now 
proceed to show another way in which the difference of context operates 
towards differentiation. There are people who hold the differentiation 
(in the case cited in the last Adhikarana) to he made by a difference of 
context only (according to the Bliasya), while others according to the 
Vdrtika) hold it to be made by the connection of a particular time ; and 
they*do not admit of any differentiation brought about merely by such 
agencies as non-proximity or the relationship of an anupddeya substance. 
It is with a view to explain the real state of things to these persons that 
tho present SiUra has been introduced. And what is dealt with in the 
present Adhikarana is not a seventh cause of differentiation. 

Then, the fact of place and occasion being anupadeya is too well- 
known, as has been shown in the foregoing Adhikarana ; and hence in the 
present Adhikarana we do not cite any examples of these. And, in fact, 
the following two passages, too, dealing as they do with place and occasion 
—should have been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana , viz : (1) 
satrdydvagurya visvajita yajeta Samyuthdne visvajit, etc., (these too speak¬ 
ing of occasion) ; and (2) Daksinena Urena Saraswatydh dgneyenashtdkapd •• 
lena kmyd pardsdmiyat (speaking of Place). Though, as in the case of the 
Atiratr&i etc., so in these also, we do not find any mention of the root 
4 y a ji 1 y^t inasmuch as, without the inference of the presence of the root 
‘ yaji 1 the sentences containing the words with the nominal affix would 
remain incomplete (the yaji is inferred directly as the sentences have been 
pronounced), and hence the sentences do not stand in need of the 4 yaji ’ 
occurring in. any other sentence ; and hence the actions mentioned in them 
must he taken as distinct from any others previously mentioned. 

Then as for the other two Anupadeyas the Result and Object to be 
purified (or prepared/—we proceed to consider them now, amenable, as 
they arc, to the same line of reasoning. 

Of these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the Bhd* 
$ya : Agneyamaqt&kapdlannirvapet rukkdmah\ 1 Agni$tomiijdmekddasa - 
kapdlanfiivrapet Irahinavarchasakdmali Aindramckddasakapdlannirvapct 
prajdlidmaly ’ And as for the mention of the Object to be purified, we have 
the sentence ‘ Traidhdtavtyd diksaniya, etc., which lays down a purifica¬ 
tory rite for the sacrificer. 

The Bhd$ya speaks of the sentences as being found without re¬ 
ference to any particular Action ; and this is done with a view to show 
that the case in question is not capable of being dealt with under Differ* 
ence of Context. 
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"[This question being as to whether the sentences in question only 
serve to lay down certain results with reference to the original Agneya , 
etc., or they lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following— 

Pih'i'apakf}a.--Prakrite$u phal&»idhinti —That is to say, the sentence 
in question lays down the Result with reference to the sacrifice mentioned 
before,—-first in the same manner as Ahavaniya and the rest are laid down ; 
because the Results herein laid down are capable of being desired, even by 
one who is engaged in the David Purnamdsa. 

SiddMnta.— The reply to this is this —the Result can never he 
enjoined . The sentence of this is that, on account of the reasons shown 
under SiUra , VLi.3. of the Svdngakdrnddhiharana , the Result lias always the 
character of the IJddesya (that subject with regard to which something else 
is enjoined). Because if the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with 
regard to the Action ; and as such being a part of the Action itself, it 
would lose its character of Result to be brought about by that Action). 
And, on the other hand, if the action were not enjoined with reference to the 
Result then it would not have the character of the means*to that Result ; 
and as such it would become fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) 
were Uddeiya or both were Vidheya then they would have no connection 
with each other. And so the only alternative left to us is to admit that 
the sentence lays down an Action with regard to a particular Result. And 
then just as in the preceding case (of an Action being laid down with 
reference to a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus 
laid down in the sentence in question would be one that is wholly 
distinct from all previous actions. 

The same line of reasoning would apply also to the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

Nor is it possible for the transient Desire (for certain results) to he 
the means of accomplishing such eternal Actions as the Agneya , etc. (and 
this is what it would come to if the sentences were taken as laying down 
the Result with reference to sacrifices.) 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question lay 
down Actions that are distinct from all previous Actions. 
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A.dhikarana XIII- 


-[The Avesfi leads to the acquisition 
of food,] 


SUTRA. II. iii. 26. 


qf5r% Sunnidhaw, when there is proximity. 5 Tn, really, *iwnra Avibh&gfit, 
there is no separation. Phal&rthena, for the purpose of pointing out result, 

yu’flfa: Punahsvntifc, repetition. 

26. When there is proximity, there is no separation ; 
and hence the second mention is for the purpose of pointing 
out another Result.—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

The present AdhiharatjCt is introduced by way of a counter instance 
to all tlio preceding Aclhikaraqaa based upon ’non-proximity. 

The mention of ‘the Result’ (in the Svtra) indicates all other 
Anupadeyas. And lienee the sentences forming the subject-matter of the 
present Adhikarava are all the following:—(1) Agneyo'tfahupdlo bhn-oati 

. etayd anaddyakdmum yajayet, or Daraupftrijamdsdbhydm avargalcdmo 

ynjeta heytt sviqtdkpitam yjet, etc. (mentioning the Result); (2) Sarvc 
darsapurriamdsdbhydm yajeta (mentioning the Place); (3, PdrtfUm/Uydm 
Panrn'»maH&yd yajetn (mentioning the Time)-, and (4: Ydmjgivam Darlnt- 
pnuruamasdbhyam yojet (mentioning the occasion). 

[The question with regard to these being as to whether the actions 
mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned before, or 
they are distinct Actions altogether], we have the following— 

Pd.rvapalt.ia .—“ Inasmuch as all these sentences lay down certain 
Actions, with reference to a particular Result, Place, etc., we conclude, 
in accordance with the foregoing Adhihor<nui, that those Actions are other 
than those previously mentioned. 

And in favour of this view, we have the following arguments: 
Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
enjoined we would have to take the names of Actions in tire sentences 
in question as mere references to the original Actions (of those names) 
if wo do not take the Actions as distinct); and that which is referred to is 
that which is the Uddesya (that with regard to which something else is 
laid down) but as a matter of fact, we do not find the Actions (mentioned 
in the sentences) to have the character of the Uddesya, 

Siddhdnta. —To the above wo make 'the following reply: 

The potency of the Injunction varies according as it happens to be 
qn originative or an applicatory one. And hence when it is practicable. 
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fcej&fee itas having the potency of only one; but when that is not found 
possible, we accept it as having both. 

That is to say, in the case in question, we are forced to accept the 
same sentence to be an originative as well as an applieatory Injunction. It 
is only when the applieatory Injunction is such that there is no inconsis¬ 
tency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potencies, that 
we take it as having only the applicative potency, with regard to Actions 
whose idea is present in the mind as having been brought about by 
another originative Injunction. But the case of the sentence in question 
not being like this, we have to admit to have the double potency.) 

The use of the present Adhikaraxia lias been expressed by the 
Bhdgya as lying in the fact that, if the sentence in question refers to the 
original Ave$ti, then, the substance to be offered at the sacrifice performed 
for the acquiring of Food , would he the Agneyi cake; while if the Action 
were other than the A ve$t;i y then we would have some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection : “ Even 
if tho Action spoken of in the sentence ‘ Etayd annddyduivuwi ydjuyetf 
were other than the original Avesti then, too, inasmuch as the word 
‘ etay V would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
Avefiiy the substance employed at it would j,be the same as that used 
in the Aveyti, and no other substance would have to be used.” 

But this question is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ‘ etayd ’ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
‘ e$a jyotifjff etc., in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it,—it can bo rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect in the assertion 
‘ another substance ivill have to be used at the sacrifice 

We have found that the Bhdqya and the Vdrtika lay down six means 
for the differentiating of Actions :— 

In another commentary (by BhavadA$a t perhaps) only four such causes 
are mentioned, viz. y (1) difference of words, (2) Difference of Names, (3) 
Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Result. He has 
included Repetition and Number in Difference of words, and the 
1 Difference of context/ etc., in the ‘Difference of Result/ because all that 
the context does is to help the Result. 

But this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place (Repetition) cannot be included in ‘Difference of Words’; as 
if the word ‘ yajate ’ is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does not become a different word. And when the word 
prdjdpatydn is used by way of Ekasequ as pointing to seventeen Prajdpatyas, 
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wo do not have so many different words, as the word is actually 
found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This is what has been 
explained under Sutra I.i.15, and also in Sidra I.i.20« And the 
singleness of such objects will be explained later on under SMra VI.iiL 12. 
Consequently we conclude that in such cases, not being able to 
find other ground for differentiating the actions, the author of 
this commentary has gratuitously assumed the words to be different, 
even though, as a matter of fact, the word is one and the same. Secondly, 
this author of the commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the 
Result, etc., not being able to differentiate actions when the Context does 
not happen to be different—-a fact that has been shown over and over 
again in the SiUra just explained (1L hi. 26) and also in Sutra II. ii. 16, 
et seq, And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Context , 
as helped by the mention of the Result that being the cause of non¬ 
recognition (of an Action as the other), is the real means of differentiat¬ 
ing actions,—yet the said commentator has wholly neglected this fact 
(including the ‘ Difference of Context ’ in the ‘Difference of Result’). 
Thirdly, he failed to perceive that it was the 4 Difference of Result ’ 
that was included in the ‘ Difference of Context 1 and not vice versa . 

It has been argued by the adherents of this commentator that 
the fact of only four opposities of ground of identity being mentioned in 
the Sutra XL iv. 9, distinctly points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the StUra, in the 
present connection ; because in the Adhikarafoa under consideration, we 
find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Difference 
of Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of 
Differentiation). 

Hence we conclude that there are six means of Differentiation as 
explained above. 

A 

Adhiharana XIV.—[The Repetition of the Agnetja serves 
the purpose■ of Glorification .] 

SUTRAS II, ill, 27-20. 

ucfraci \\ w \\ 

satjptj: Agneyah, the Agneya sacrifice, n Tu, really. srr^fjFcim Uktahetutvat, 
for reasons already explained. Abhyasena, as repeated, Pratiyeta, 

would appear. 
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27. The Agneya would appear as if it were to he 
repeated , because of reasons already explained— 27. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wc find the sentence ‘ Agneyo$takapalo ’ uMdvdsydydm Uhovati, 
and then again 4 Agneyostahvpalo amtvdsydyd'ni paur^amdsydnehachytko 
bhamti' (this letter occurring in the text before the former.) And then 
arises the question as to whether the same Agneya that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence is also mentioned over again in the former sentence, 
or the two Agneyas are distinct actions. 

This conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhikaratjta would be 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in 
reference to the particular time of the A'inavaaya which by itself, 
is anupadeya. 

And against this conclusion we have the following— 

l J &rvapak$a. —It has been shown above that it is only when the 
Repetition is formed to serve no other purpose that it can be taken as 
serving the purpose of differentiating actions. And in this case in question, 
we actually find the repetition serving no other purpose hence we take it 
to mean that the Agneya is to be performed twice over, that is to say, 
the two performances would constitute two distinct actions. 

In contradiction to this we have anbther alternative theory, which 
we bring forward as— 

Siddhdnta (A.) 

wdt i) n 

wwim Avibhag&t, on account of non-differentiation. Tu, really, 
Karmaijo, of the action. Dvirfiktefi, by reason of mere repetition. * factor?* 

NavidUiyate, would not be enjoinod. 

28. The action not being found to be differentiated, 
the mere repetition of the same action would not make any 
difference in the action itself.— 28. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the sentences 1 Sdmido ywjati Bido yajuti,’ etc., it is only 
right that we should take the repetition of ‘ yajati ’ as serving the purpose 
of differentiating the actions; because iu this case we find the distinct 
repetition of the ‘ Sacrifice’ In this case in question, on the other hand, 
the sacrifice has got to lie inferred from the relationship of the substance 
(cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed by the word ‘ Agneya ’). And in¬ 
asmuch as the Deity, as mentioned in the sentence, are found precisely 
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the same as those mentioned in the other, we are led, by the idea of 
those that we had obtained from the previous sentence to conclude that it 
is the same action that is mentioned in the latter sentence also. 

It might be argued that “ the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cases. But, that is not possible ; because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non-different. If the difference be 
based on the difference of the individuality of substance and the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the different 
performances of the same action. 

Therefore we conclude that both sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Agneya to be performed in the Amdvasyd day. 

Or according to the law— YugapatprnvrUeryathii syiU sfittvadarsapam 
(i.e., two sentences operating simultanenously we must take them according 
as we fiud the object mentioned in them), it is the same action that is men¬ 
tioned by both sentences. And it cannot be definitely ascertained which 
sentence really lays down the action and which is a a mere repetition and 
such meaningless. 

Siddfi/lnta (71) : — 

’fSRrraf 5TT 5??: SjfcC*. IIH U 

wroi Any Art ha, serving another purpose. * Va, entirely. Punafcirutifc, 

repetition. _ „ 

29. The repetition serves quite another purpose. 

COMMENTARY. 

When we proceed to look into the various purposes that are served by 
repetitions, we find that inasmuch as the sentence in question does not 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion of the Rest is 
accompanied by a tliree-fold anomaly, we conclude that it serves the 
purpose of an Artliav&da. And 'as it is not quite clear in the sentence 
itself of what it is an Arthuvdda , it must be taken as that of the Agneya 
itself. 











SECOND ADHYAYA. 

Fourth Pada. 


Adkikarana I.—[Treating of the lifelong Agnihotra]. 

srfOTrgr’ n \ u 

Witfc*: Y&vajjivikab, lifelong. tt>m: AbhySsalj, repetition. Karma* 

dhamafi, a property of the action, ww Prakavaoftt, because of the context. 

1. “ The lifelong repetition is a property of the action 

because of the context.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

[We find the sentenCeH ‘ Ydvajjivamagnihotram juhoti,' 1 Ydvajjivum 
l)ariapitrrmmisdbhy im ypjeta? And with regard to these sentences, theie 
arises a question as to whether the mention of lilelong qualifies the 
action, the sentence laying down the lilelong repetition of the action ; or 
it serves to lay down a restriction for the performer of the action. That 
is to say, does the sentence lay down the Repetition of the (lotion or only a 
restriction for the agent ? ]. 

The relevancy of this Adhiltararia, in the present context is thus 
explained by the Vdrtlka :— 

Just as the causes of difference operate towards the differentiation 
of the forms of action, so also do they operate towards that of 
their performances. Hence with regard to the Agnihotra, etc., qualified 
as they are by the mention of ‘ lifelong ’ there arises the question as to 
whether each of its (daily) performances is a distinct action by itself, or 
all the daily performances go to form a single action, meant to bring 
about a particular desirable end, and the time for whoso performance is 
the whole of one’s life. If then, the time—whole of one’s life—were laid 
down as a property of the action, then the mere offering of the morning 
and evening libations in accordance with the injunctions ‘ he should 
offer the morning libation with the mantra 1 Suryo joytil}, etc,’ and 
he should offer the evening libation with the mantra ‘ Agnirjoytih, etc.,— 
would not be enough to complete the Agnihotra , till the specified time— 
‘ life long ’—expires ; and hence a performance of the Agnihotra would 
come to be made of many daily repetitions; just as the performance of the 
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Jyofdstoma is made up of the repetition of the same process with regard 
to each of the many Grahas. If, on the other hand, * living * be taken aa 
the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence lays down 
the action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the Performer 
lasts, the action comes to be enjoined without any reference to any desir¬ 
able result; and as such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it 
would be necessary for the man to perform it as long as he lives, either 
for the fulfilment of his own duty, or for the avoiding of the sin incurred 
by non-performance; and hence in this case the sentence would lay 
down a Restriction (or Duty) for the man. And in tins case the occasion 
of the Agnihotra, performance would be morning and evening together 
with the life of the agent; and hence as this occasion would present 
itself every day, the action would be complete every day also; and hence 
the complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated each day ; •— 
the performance of each day forming a distinct action by itself (indepen¬ 
dently of the other day’s performance). 

On the question, then, we have the following— 

Purvapak^a . —!1) All the daily repetitious of the Agnihotra form 
a single performance of it; ( 2 ) lifelong is a qualification of the action ; 
and (3) the sentence serves to lay down the time. 

SiddMnta .— 

\\ R H 

mv. Kartuli, of the agent, m YA, really. Snitisamyog&t, be¬ 

cause of the direct signification of the words. 

2. It must be taken as a property of the Agent, be¬ 
cause of the direct signification of the words.—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘ Dharmoh ’ is to be supplied from the preceding Sutra ; 
arid hence the proposition laid down by the Siddhdnta is that—‘ it is the 
property of the Agent that is enjoined. This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 


Because in our interpretation of the sentence, both the words— 
‘ Ydvajjivam and the verb ‘ julioti ’—-retain their direct signification ; while 
in your interpretation, they will have to be taken in their indirect indicated 
meanings. 

That is to say, in our theory, it is by direct signification that the word 
‘ Ydvajjivam-’ denotes the life-time of the agent, as the occasion (for the 
Action); and in the Verb 1 juhoti ’ and ‘ yajati ’ also, it is only directly that 
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wam x signifies the Bhdvaml asqualified by the Root-meaning. And lienee 
our interpretation is quite in keeping with the direct signification ot both 
these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, life-time not being 
capable of directly qualifying the action) indicates the time, and the verbs 
also would indicate Repetition then again, that wherein the Injunction 
ends, is accepted as the object of that Injunction ;—hence it will be neces¬ 
sary for you to reject the direct denotations of the words ‘ Jim ' and the 
verb, and make Time and Repetition the objects of the Injunction ; and 
thus your Injunction comes to be based upon indirect Indication. 

In both cases, in consideration of what is directly expressed by the 
words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by the context, and 
conclude that, the sentences in question lay down the Homa (of the 
Agnihotra) and the Yoga (of the Dana-PurnamiDa) with reference to 
'the life-time ,—and that they lay down a property of the performer. 

f| rRRS?- 

^ n \ u 

LiAgadantau&t, because we find indicative words. *r Clm, also. 
Karuaadharrae, if the property pertained to the Action, fi? Hi, because. 
Prakramega, by beginning, Niyamyeta, would be completed. 

m Tatra, then, Anarthakam, meaningless. Aiiyat, another, wn 

Sy&t, would be. 

3. Because we find indicative words to the same effect 
if the time pertained to the action, the action once begun 
front'd take up the whole time and the other Injunction would 
become mean i ngless—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have the text —‘ Api hurt eqa svargdllokdchchhidyate yat...ama~ 
viisy&m paurmmasim atipdldyet; and by atipotti here is meant tram- 
yression. 

The time for the Dursa Purnamasa of which the Agnihotra forms an 
integral factor, according to you, is the whole lifetime; and certainly 
no transgression of that time is possible. Because if the performance of a 
certain action is begun at the prescribed time, it is admitted that the time 
has not been transgressed. And certainly one who is a * performer of the 
Darsd PArnamdsa 1 could never have allowed its prescribed time (his 
lifetime) to lapse without having begun its performance ; because if 
he were to die without having begun it, he would not he a performer of 
the Darsa Purnamdsa, If by transgression were meant ‘ non-completion 
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during the prescribed time’ then too, inasmuch as this 'non-completion ’ 
could be ascertained only after the death of the performer, the laying 
down of the Expiatory Rite (for such transgression) would be wholly 
superfluous. 

In accordance with our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as 
the beginning as well as the completion of the Darsa. Ptfyftumdm is laid 
down for every month during the lifetime of the performer, it is possible 
that there may be transgression of that particular day of the month 
(omission of performance on that day; and hence too it would be quite 
possible for the transgressor to perform the expiatory rite after that 
date lias elapsed. 

*m»t' Vyapavargam, completion. * Oha, also ?Ws Dariayati, speaks of *re: 
KAlah, time. Chet, if. Karmaveclah, difference of action, etm Syat, should 
be 

4. We have a text that speaks of the completion of 
the Action. If there is time, the performances of the Action 
should he distinct.—4. 

We have the sentence ‘ Darsa Ptlrnamdsdbhy.lmi-?tvd some net yajetd. 
Now, if all the lifelong repetitions were to constitute a single per¬ 
formance of the Darsa Piirna indso., then, for reason shown above, 
the Soma sacrifice would have to be performed only after all the repe¬ 
titions had been finished; and (as these would bo finished only after 
the death of the performer) the dead person could not perform the Soma 
Sacrifice. If, on the other hand, there is time for the performance of 
the Soma sacrifice (after the completion of the Darsa Puvriamdsa.’ This 
non-filling up of the whole lifetime is found to be possible, only if the 
‘lifetime’ is taken as a property of the Performer ; because in that case, 
each monthly performance of the Darsa Pibmamdsa is a distinct action 
by itself. Thus then the latter part of the Stltra means that if there 
is time left by the performance of Darsa Pdrnamdsa for the performance 
of the Soma, sacrifice, then each performance of the Darsa Purnamdsa 
should be a distinct action, as held by us. 

.1 ho latter part of the Sutra is also capable of anothei - interpretation. 

If the whole lifetime be laid down as the time for the performance of 
the Darsa Pdniamdsa, then the Soma sacrifice as well as all other actions 
that may be laid down for the man, would be performed in the midst 
of the Darsa PCirijamdsa ; and in that case inasmuch as all these other 
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■would break up the continuity of the lifelong extensive 
Darsa—Purnamdsa the assertion ‘ Dari^Ptir^midsabhydmistvd ( ( having 
performed the Darsa P&roamdsa) would be wholly incompatible and 
further, this interpretation of the Daij&d P'&vftawidsa would constitute 
the improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as he fall- 
ofT from heaven, who perverts the sacrifice and the like. 

For these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in question as 
laying down the time . 

^ n v. u 

Anityatvat, on account of non- binding character, g Tu, really. * Na 
not. v* Evam, so. wm Syat, could be. 

5. Because of the non-binding character of the action 

(according to you) it could not be so.—5. 

*. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have already shown that in order to take the word ‘ Ydvajjivam ’ 
as laying down time , it would be necessary to have recourse to indirect 
Indication. And now we proceed to show that even if we allow the 
indication, the action not having a binding character, it could not be so . That 
is to say, that alone can bespoken of as pointing to a definite point of 
time which is sure to appear, and always in connection with that point 
of time ; As for instance, the A mdvasyd is pointed out as the day in 
which the moon is not visible but there is no suen single thing that invari¬ 
ably marks the end of the Jife-timo of all living beings; and hence this 
life-time is not capable of being definitely pointed out by means of 
anything, thus then the time (life-time) being wholly indefinite being 
ascertainable only if it actually happens, it must be taken as mentioned by 
way of an occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra , etc. 

Wiwrfa ^§<*3 u | u 

Virodhah, incongruity. Chapi, also. gfofl Pftrvavat, as before. 

6. There is also incongruity as before.—6. 

COMMENTARY. 

If ‘ lifelong J is a restriction, qualifying the agent, it could not be 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices, as it is only that, which pertains to the 
principal sacrifice that is implied in the subsidiary——as we shall show 
later on ; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
sacrifice , it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the 
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^^%ubsidiary sacrifices, liie Rauityu, etc., also would come to be performed 
throughout one s life, which is not desirable even Cor the Pdrvapakw). 

"^>5^1 firfurT u vs n 

»«n: KaTtaJj, to the agent. 3 Tu, if. Dbarmaniyamfit, restriction 

of character. «mwrff Kalasastrain, time injunction. Ww Nimittum, occasion. 
WtnJ Sy&t, would be. 

7. If the restriction pertained to the performer the 
time injunction would be taken as mentioning the occa¬ 
sion.—7. 

COMMENTAKY. 

What, is said in this SiUra being analogous to what has been said in 
Sutra 4, the Vdrtika has given three explanations 

(1) This Sfttra being the last of the Adhikarurju rightly recapitu¬ 
lates what has been said before. 

(2) It may be that though the author of the SiUra has already said 
that the Restriction in question is a property of the Performer, yet he 
has not yet shown what, in that case, would be done with the word 
‘ Ydvnjjivam,' and hence he now declares that tire word can be taken as 
mentioning M' ie occasion. 

Or it may be that the SiUra replies to the question—“ In regard to 
the Agnihotra and the Dirsa Ptirgamlsa inasmuch as we have the 
mention of the word ‘ Ydoajjivam' we could take lifelong as the 
occasion, but how can that be the occasion for the Animal sacrifice, the 
Soma sacrifice and the Ohoturmdsya sacrifice t'” The sense of the Sutra thus 
is that even hi the case of these latter, the prescription of time, mentioned 
repeatedly, would serve to point out the life time as the occasion ; the 
said prescription being in the form of the sentence ‘ Vasanle vasante 
jyntixa, etc.’ This,sentence does not lay down the time for the perform¬ 
ance of any optional sacrifice because an optional sacrifice, depending 
for its performance upon one’s whim, and as such being only subsidiary, 
it could not be spoken of as to be performed in eocry spring. Then as for 
the Necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that were to be performed but once, 
in any one Spring, the repetition of ‘ Vasante ’ would be wholly useless. 
Nor is there any ground for limiting its performance to only a certain 
number of Springs, consequently we must conclude that the Injunction 
means that the sacrifice is to be performed in every Spring that might 
occur during the lifetime of the Performer. And as for the Locative in 
‘ Vusante ’ that too points to Vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in 
the case of the word ‘ bhinne ’ in ‘ bhinne juhoti.' It is for these reasons 
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i Sutra lays down that in all these cases, inasmuch as the mention 
of time lays down restriction for the performer, it must he taken as 
laying down the Occasion. Thus it is too that the necessary and binding 
character of the Animal sacrifice, the Soma sacrifice and the Ohaturmdsya 
sacrifice becomes established. 
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Adhikarana II.—[The action mentioned in different 
Rescension texts is the same]. 

SOTTRAS IT. iv. 8-32. 

_ r\ 

Nam a, name* ^ Rfipa, form, vrtfW* Dharmavisesa, particular 
details 5^% Punarfikti, repetition. NindA, deprecation srofar Asakti, 

incapability. Sam&pt i vachanam, mention of completion. mTatw Pr&yw- 

chitta, expiatory rites. Any&rfcha, distinct purposes. DarsarAt, 

because we find, wur-rib? $&kk&ntaresu, when the texts belong to distinct 
rescensioris. Karmabhedafi, difference of action, Syftt, should be. 

8. “ When the texts belong to distinct Rescenslons, the 

actions must be distinct; because we find (differences in) 
(1) the name, (2) the form, (3) the particular details ;—and 
because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 
(7) Mention of completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
Distinct purposes/’—8. 

COMMENTARY. 


[ There are various Rescan siopia of the Veda; and it is found that 
the same action is very often mentioned in all these texts ; then there 
arises the question as to whether all these actions are one and the same, 
or is every one of them distinct from the rest]. 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the differentiation of Actions except those already 
dealt with. And hence we proceed to bring forward certain other 
grounds of difference, and then demolish them; and then we shall show 
also, in course of the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein 
mentioned is included in one of those that have been already dealt with, 
in the previous Adhtkaravas . 

On this question we have the following 

Purvapak?a ,—The action mentioned in each Rescensional text is 
that it is distinct ; to say, the Agnihotra mentioned in the Katha Rescension 
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let hi ct from the Agnikotra mentioned in the Taittiriya liescension ; for 
the following reasous :— 

1 . On account of the Difference of Name : for instance we find people 
declaring that such and such a thing is found mentioned in connection 
with the Kdthaka Agnikotra and that in connection with the Taittiriya 
Agnikotra (which showed that the two Agnihotras are district, one being 
called the Kdthalca and another the Taittiriyd). [Here too the differen¬ 
tiating agency is that of Name , which is equivalent to 4 Sabddntara 
dealt with in Sfttra Il.ii.l. ]. 

2. On account of the Difference of Form , for instance, in one text 
the cake dedicated to Agni Soma is said to lie * ehidaha'kapdla ’ while in an¬ 
other it is said to be 4 dwddasakapalad In this case also, inasmuch as the 
4 eleven 1 and 4 twelve ’ are not capable of being exchanged, in the way that 
we find in the case of the numbers ‘ eight ’ and ‘ twelve ’ with regard to the 
Vaiiv&njtira or in that of the Amiksd and the V&jina— the differentiating 
agency is that of the accessory (and this has been fully dealt with in ILii). 

3. On account of the difference of sacrificial details, for instance, 
the Taittiriya8 , in connection with the KdHri sacrifice, la$ down eating on 
the ground, while those belonging to other Rescensions do not do so ; so 
also while in connection with Agni sacrifice some lay down the carrying of 
the water-pot of the tutor, while others dp not; and in connection with 
the Ahamedha , some lay down that the sacrifices should present 
grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this down. And in all these 
cases, the differentiating agencies are those of the eating on the ground, 
carrying of the water-pot, and the presenting of the grass all of which 
are mere sacrificial accessories, but taking the place of the method of the 
sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart from the former accessories, 
which are wholly outside the performance. 

4. On account of Repetition, i.e., if the same action were mentioned 
in all the Rescensional texts, there would be many useless repetitions. 
In this case differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition (and lias been 


dealt with under Sutra ll.ii.2). 

5. On account of Deprecation , for instance : some people deprecate 
the offering of the morning libations before sunrise, while others deprecate 
the offerings of the same after sunrise. In this case also, the differentiat¬ 
ing agency is that of the time , which is only an Accessorj r . 

6. On account of Incapability . In this case also the differentiating 
agency is that of the Accessory, because all that is meant is that all the 
various details mentioned in connection with the action, in the several 
texts, could not possibly be performed at the single performance of the 







IV PAD A, II ADHIKARANA, Si l. 8, 9. 


BL 


action; and consequently, the action must be taken as distinct in 
each text. 

7. On account of the difference in Completion : In that case also, 
that the differentiation is done by the Accessory ; because wlial is meant 
by that the upholders of one text declare ‘ our Agni sacrifice is complet¬ 
ed here, and not there, as in the Agni sacrifice of the other people ’ and 
this would not be possible if there were a single Agni sacrifice. 

8. On account of the laying down of distinct Expiatory Rites : 
Though this is included in ‘ Deprecation ’ yet it is brought forward sepa¬ 
rately ; because the mere deprecation of the time (before or after sunrise! 
might be explained as pointing to both times being optional alternatives 
for the same action ; hence what is meant by the bringing forward of the 
mention of Expiatory Rites is that if the two times were mere optional 
alternatives, none of them would be faulty ; as a matter of fact, inasmuch 
as expiatory rites are laid down in connection with both, both would be 
faulty, which could not be if the action were the same. Hence the action 
must be regarded as distinct. 

9. On account of the perception of distinct purposes being 
served in the direction that if the sacrifice!’ happens to be previously 
initiated, he should employ the Atiratra of the Bfihatmrna; because the 
Italhantara Soma will have been already employed at the previous initia¬ 
tion ; while if he does not happen to have been previously initiated, he 
should employ the Rathantnm Soma. In the Tdndaka, however, we have it 
distinctly laid down that the Jyotiftoma is the very first of the sacrifices to 
be performed. And the uncertainty of precedence spoken of in the previ¬ 
ous direction would be possible only if the Jyotifioma mentioned in the 
latter sentence were other than Jyotiftoma occurring in the same text 
with the former sentence. For, if all the Jyotiftoma were one and 
the same, then inasmuch as in accordance with the Tdndaka direction 
in the case of all texts, it would always be the Jyotiftoma that would be 
performed first, the sacriticer would always have been initiated for the 
Jyotiftoma, the said mention of uncertainty—‘ if he be not initiated ’ 
—would be wholly incompatible ; as no sacrificer would ever be found to 
be uninitiated. 

Siddh&nta .— s 

Ekam, one. *nr Va, only. Samyogarflp Ohodanakhyavives&t, 

because of the non-difference of Connection, form, Injunction and Name. 
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9. The action is one*only ; because of the non-differ¬ 
ence of (1) Connection, (2) Form, (3) Injunction and (4) 
Name,—9. 


COMMENTARY, 

That is to say, the identity of actions, recognized by means of their 
Names, Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when they happen 
to be mentioned in various Rescensional texts. 

Tii© Bhlsya says : The action spoken of in all texts , or in all Brdh- 
mapas, is one and the same . The sense of the phrase in all Brahmanas 
is that the same is the case even when the action appears in the various 
Brahmanas of the same Veda. As for instance, when the Jyotistoma and 
the Dmdasdha sacrifices are mentioned in the Panchavinsa and the 
Sd(}vin&fi Brahmanas of the Sdma-veda, 

(1) ‘ By * Connection ’ is meant the connection of the Result, as that 
is the chief factor in the relationship, (2) By 4 Forms are meant the 
Deity and the (material), as being the most nearly related, (3) By In¬ 
junction ’ is meant that which partakes of the Bool-meaning as well as the 
Bhavana , (4) And lastly, by Name are meant Jyotiftorna and the like 

which are found to be exactly the same in all texts. Tims then, there 
being so many reasons for recognizing the action to be the same, we cannot 
but- admit its identity in all texts specially as we do not find any rea¬ 
son for taking it as different. 

Na, not. N&mna, by name, Syat, would be. Achodana- 

vidh&natvat, because the names do not speak of actions. 

10. Difference could not be established by the names 
in question because the names do not speak of actions.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if 4 Kathaka ’ and 4 Kalapaka * were the names of actions, then 
too, inasmuch as these do not occur in the originative Injunctioxi of the 
actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of actions at all; 
because by the law that 4 it is not right to accept a multiplicity of mean¬ 
ings,’ the names belong to the books, and it is indirectly through 
these that they are applied to the actions (treated of in these books). 

\\\\\\ 

Sarvesam, of all. '» Cha, also. Ayekakarmyam, one action, *mt 

Syat, would be. 
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(If the name 
become one.—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

The differentiation, of the cause is generally found to bring about the 
differentiation of the effect. Hence inasmuch as the name ‘ Kathaka is 
one only, all actions — Agnihotra and the rest—mentioned in that text, 
would come to be taken as one (if the name belonged to the actions). 

Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature 
of the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nydyu Sittras , V.i.2L), because 
there is no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 
of actions) and the Reason (oneness of Name)—yet the Siddhdnti has 
purposely brought forward a faulty argument, as a proper reply to the 
Purvapaks a, which is based upon fallacious arguments through and 
through because a faulty rejoinder is always allowable against faulty 
arguments {vide Nydya Sutras, V.i.39, et seq). 

ii ^ ii 

Kvitakam, coined. ^ Oha also. Avidh&nam, name. 

12. The name is one that has been coined.- -12. 

COMMENTARY. 

it has been shown under Sdtra I.i.30, that the names Kathaka 
and the like are coined ones; and certainly such recently coined names 
could not very well differentiate the eternal actions. 

That is to say, though on account of the eternaltty of the class 
Kathaka y the word ‘ Kathaka ’ is an eternal one,—yet it is a universally 
recognised fact that the word was applied as a name to the Vedic 
text, solely on account of the fact of that particular text having been 
taught, pre-eminently, by the teacher named ‘ Katha.* And there 
is no doubt that it is not the action that is taught but the Verbal text ; 
and hence the name not applying to actions, it. could not differentiate 
them. 

<rm. ii u ii 

Ekatve, even when it is one. sift Api, also, Param, diversity. 

13. Even a single action has diverse forms.—13. 

COMMENTARY. 

Mere difference in such details as the number of K apt lax, cannot 
establish a difference between actions; because so long as there is 
absolutely no difference in the Kapdla itself, that in its number is an 


belong to actions) all actions would 
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Insignificant detail. Hence we conclude that the two numbers—Eleven 
and Twelve—are optional alternative accessories with regard to the 
same action. 

f^RTRT II \ % II 

Vidy&y&m, pertaining to the science. Dharmaitetram, injunc¬ 

tion of the detail. 

COMMENTARY. 

As for the difference in the sacrificial details, several of these are 
mentioned in the various texts, simply by way of allowing all that has 
to be learnt about the sacrifices, and not as laying clown something to 
be actually carried into practice at the performance. 

m* u 

Agneya vat, as in the case of Agneya. Punarvachanara, there 

would be repetition. 

15. “ There will be a repetition as in the case of 
the Agneya.—15.” 

COMMENTARY. 

This Sutra may be taken either as reiteration of the Ptb'vapa^sa 
argument—that many repetitions of the same action would be useless,— 
or as explaining the repetitions of the same action, as resembling that 
of the Agneya; the sense of the latter explanation being that the Re¬ 
petition serves the distinct purpose of glorifying the action (and as 
such there is incongruity in it) {vide Sutra ll.iii.29). 

wr u H ii 

Adyurvachanam, there is no repetition, sr Va, however, 
Srutisarnyog&vises&fc, there being no difference in the method of declaration. 

16. As a matter of fact, however, there is no repeti¬ 
tion as there is no difference in the method of declaration. 
—16. 

COMMENTARY. 


The word 4 Va * in the Sxltra serves to reject the explanation just 
given in the second interpretation of the foregoing SAtra . And the 
reason for this rejection is that a Repetition is taken as serving other 
minor purposes, only under two conditions: viz., (1) when the Repetition 
consists in another mention of the action only; and (2) when there 
are two objects of Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in 
question, however, none of these two conditions are present; because 
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md that the Repetition is one of the Primary Action itself together 
with all its details of procedure, etc. This is what the Bhd$ya under¬ 
stands by the word ‘ $nitisarnyogdviksa , in the Sutra -. 

Put the Stitra is capable of also another interpretation, as follows: 
As a matter of fact, there is no Repetition in the case in question ; one 
sentence is known as a ‘Repetition ’ of the other, only wlien both occui 
in the text of the same Rescension; while in the case in question, we find 
that the mention of the action is found in distinct texts of the Kathah a, 
etc., and that too only once in each text. 

In accordance with the law spoken oi before that one man can xeac! 
the text of only one Rescension, one who has read of the Agnihotra men¬ 
tioned in the text of the Katha Rescension, does not know of that which is 
mentioned in that of the Taittinya Rescension ; or even if lie happens to 
know it, inasmuch as he has all necessary knowledge of the Agnihotra 
from the text of his own (Katha,} Rescension, he takes its mention in the 


other Rescension to be meant for those professing that Rescension ; and 
hence he does not look upon it as a mere fruitless repetition. Similarly, 
does the professor of each particular Rescension treat of the text of other 
Rescensions. And every one of these professors equally recognizes the 
Agnihotra as mentioned in a single text (this is what is meant by the non- 
difference in the method of declaration). Nor is there any order of sequence 


among the various Rescensions; by which it could be ascertained that it 
is by the text of any one of them that the Agnihotra is originally spoken of 
and those found in the rest are mere repetitions. To this effect it lias 
been declared elsewhere: ‘ Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simul¬ 

taneous existence, no one of them can be looked upon as a repetition of the 
other; specially as there is no order of sequence in which the various 
Rescensions are to be studied, as there is in the study of the various portions 
of a single Rescension.’ 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an action in a 
single text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated 
at another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition,—and the reason for this is that the persons 
a I dressed are different in the two cases ; so would it ak:o be in the case of 
the mention of the Action in various texts. 


w H 3R h 

Yak y a sa m v ay a t. 

16A. Because of the non-inherence of texts.—16A. 
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As a matter of fact, the texts of two Recensions can 
never be retained in the mind of the same person. 

This Sutra has dropped out of the Bhd§ya ■ but is explained in the 


V arlikd. 




mH Artha, Purpose. Asannidheiieha, on account of non-proximity. 

17. Also because of the non-proximity of the purpose. 

—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

The various texts are known as the ‘ Branches ’ of the Veda tree, 
simply on account of their containing certain points of the same kind -in 
the shape of actions, just like the many branches of the same tree. 

That is to say, if the action mentioned in the various Rescensional 
texts differed from one another, there inasmuch as the very roots (actions) 
would be distinct, on account of tbe facts of flowers and fruits—m the shape 
of the results of actions-being different from the very beginning, we would 
speak of tiie texts as ‘distinct Vedas’ and not as 1 distinct Rescewrions, 
(or branches). On the other hand, when the roots in the shape of actions 
and the stems in the shape of Injunctions are the same, the only difference 
would be in the details of procedure, etc., which would be dillerence in the 
number of fruits and flowers on the various branches of the tree ; and as 
such from tbe similarity of the tree it is right that the different texts 
should be spoken of as so many different ‘Branches’ or (Rescensions.) 

The Sutra may also be taken as meeting the aforesaid objection with 
regard to Repetition. The sense would then be that, we take that to 
be a case of Repetition, where what has been spoken of once is approximate 
to the same man to whom it had been previously addressed. In the ease 
in question, however, we find that, that which is mentioned in one text 
is not approximate to the person professing a different text. 

^ srfrt ftro* u u 

* Na Oha, nor. Ekatti, one. Prati, for. &syate, is enjoined. 

18. Nor is the action in one text enjoined for one 
class of Brahmans only.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

'Phis Sutra takes it for granted that the actions are different. The 
sense of the SAtra is that even when the actions differ in their accessory 
details, those subsidiary accessories that are mentioned along with the 







iv PADA, U AbnlKAliAVA, Sd. 18, 19 . 


original Injunctive sentence, being laid down only as with reference to 
the Agnihotm, etc., come to be recognised as meant for all person,' (pro¬ 
fessing all tests), and as such to be necessarily procured ; and hence it 
follows that in matters of susidiary accessories, we should not rest 
contented with our own particular text. Nor do we find a single author 
of the Kalpasutras confining himself within liis own particular Itescen- 
aion; and for this reason also, we cannot ascertain all the details of any 
sacrifice from out of one particular text only. 

This as regards subsidiaries; as regards the primaries also, inas¬ 
much as the names of actions (KdtliGTtci and the like) are not capable of 
specifying the sacrifices as one professing any particular Rescension, 
the Injunctions of theso primaries (in whatever text) must be taken as 
haying down these actions for all who may be desirous (of obtaining the 
result following from these actions); and hence the actions mentioned 
in all the texts appear before each one of the performers. Then inas¬ 
much as all these (Agnihgtras, for instance) lead to the same result, they 
could not all be performed conjointly and the result having been 
accomplished by means of anyone of these all the rest would become 
useless. If they be explained as serving the purpose of optional alter¬ 
natives, then it would be far more reasonable to accept the texts themselves 
as optional alternatives. 

ii h ii 

SamAptivat, accompanied by the mention of completion. *c Cha, also. 
^ Sanipreksa, assertion. 

19. Also because there is the assertion speaking of 
“ completion.”—19. 




COMMENTARY. 

If the sacrifices (Agnihotm for instance) mentioned in various texts, 
were distinct actions, then each of them would be completed, first it would 
happen to be mentioned in its own text, then we could not have such 
assertions as ‘ Our Agnihotm sacrifices does not end here ’ (this could 
be possible only when the speaker recognised the Agnihotm that is 
being performed to be the same as that mentioned in his own text). 

Ihe Anvdrohas are the mantras in connection with the StJiaUroham, 
and it is with these that the sacrifice, is finished by the professors of 
the Maitraydrii Rescension ; but our sacrifice does not end there,”—such 
assertions of the learners of Veda distinctly show that even students, 
apart from the sacrifices, recognise the actions to be the same. 
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v?k?% Efeatve, when the action is one. stfS A pi, even. Par&p.i, others. 

i NindWaktisamaptivacliarnlni, the mention of deprecation, inca¬ 
pability and completion. 

20 . Even when the action is one and the same, the 
mention of (1) Deprecation, (2) Incapability and (3) Com¬ 
pletion is quite explicable.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) All that the mutual deprecation of the offering being made 
before and after sunrise would show would bo that tho two theories aio 
optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit tho 
Result of Buch offerings to be alternatives. 

(2) Similarly as for the Incapability or capability of persons, it 
varies with each individual ; and it is equally uncertain with regard to 
the details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to those 
mentioned in one text only (i.c., there are men who are quite capable of 
duly carrying out all the minute details mentioned in all the various 
texts, while there are others that are not capable of performing even 
those mentioned, in one text only), and after all there is not much 
difference between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

(3) As for the declaration of completion, or otherwise that depends 
upon what the speaker may have learnt, and lienee that does not estab¬ 
lish a difference between actions. 


STT^fW II ^ II 

snuftwi Prilyaschittam, expiatory rite, N&itteiaa, occasion. 

21. Then as for the mention of the occasion for ex¬ 
piatory rites.—21. 

COMMENTARY, 

This Stitra recalls for the purpose of refuting it what has been 
urged by tho PArmpaktf under (8) of Sfttra 8, in connection with ^ the 

laying down of distinct expiatory rites for the actions concerned, this 
Mrvapakia argument is met in the next sfitra. 

SPOTTY II RR II 

nxiffff Prakramat, in accordance with tho method started with. » Va, really. 
Niyogena, would ho controlled. 

22 . The application of the expiatory rites would be 
controlled in accordance with the method started with. 22. 








Tn ail cases of alternative procedure, one can start with his perform¬ 
ance distinctly in accordance with one method of procedure only; and 
hence, if subsequently ho happens to leave off the details of that method, 
and takes up those of another, he commits a distinctly wrongful infringe¬ 
ment ; and thereby renders himself liable to expiatory rites; and thus the 
mere mention of expiatory rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptable by any performer. 

SFfflrfu: Srffifa 11 U 

Sam&ptili, completion, Filrvavatvfit, because depending upon 

what has gone before. Yath&jnyato, according to what wo know, 

Pratiyeta, should be accepted. 

23. Inasmuch as the completion depends upon what 
has gone before, we accept it in accordance with our own 
knowledge.-—23. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have shown under sdtra (10) that the mention of completion is 
compatible with both the unity and diversity of actions. But, inasmuch, 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of action ; and the 
reason for that assertion is that it is regulated by what lias been done 
before in the beginning. 

Or the sutra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that 
the ‘completion* spoken of is what we actually find to be. And for this, 
we often find that even when the action has not been completed, as soon 
as the details mentioned in one text have all been performed, the pro¬ 
fessors of that text declare ‘Our this sacrifice ends here ; and hence 
there is no incompatibility in this assertion (with our theory). 

% Lihgam, indicative word, w&Rrfe Avisistam, equally applicable. 
Sarvasosatv&t, because pertaining to all. ^ Nabi, nor. m Tatra, in the 
text. Kar mac hod and injunction of another action, nwn Tasmnt, there¬ 

fore. gluons*?! Dv&dai&hasya, of the Dv&dasa sacrifice, sh^towi^i: AlulraHiyapdcsah. 
incongruity in the performance, Syat, would be. 

24. The indicative words are equally applicable to 
both views —because the mention (of the Jyotistoma as the 
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very first to be performed) pertains to all (Rescensions) nor 
does the text enjoin another Jyotistoma; therefore there 
would (in both cases) be an incongruity in the performance 
of the Dvadasaha. 


COMMENTARY. 


This meets an objection urged by the Purvapuh.fi (Ya. Text p. 198, 
line 26). 

The presence of: uninitiated sacrifices at the Dv&dtd'dha is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the Tdnflaka lays down is the 


fact of the Jyotistoma mentioned in all texts being always the first to be 


performed. Nor does the Ttindahx enjoin a distinct Jyotistoma of its 
own with regard to which alone it would lay down that restriction. Thus 
then the restriction applying to the Y&jurvedis also, and hence the said 
incongruity being found to be present in both theories, both of us should 
explain the clause in question as meaning that * if the sacrifices happen 
to be initiated or not initiated for the DvMamha' And hence on this 
point there is no difference between our theories. 



Spat Dravye, with regard to substance. ^ Cha, and, Achodity&fc, 

not being enjoined, fcvrbri VidhinAm, of injunctions, wtwmt AvyavasfcM, indefi¬ 
niteness. Syat, would be. f’Sfaim Nmle&ifc, by being pointed out. 
Vyavatistheta, would become well defined, ererm Tasmftt, therefore. 
Nityfinuvadah, everlasting description, wfj Syat, would be. 

25. (The measuring of the Vecli) not being enjoined 
with regard to any substance, the injunctions would be 
indefinite ; while when it is pointed otrt, they become defined, 
and hence it would be taken as an everlasting description. 


-25. 


COMMENTARY. 


This moots an objection urged by tbe PArvapakfi (Va. Text 
p. 199, lino 8). 

It has been argued above (Sahara Bhclpja, p. 199, line 8, et seq.) that 
there could be no mention of the measuring of the Pak$a and the Vedi (if 
the action were the same). And to this we make the following reply :— 
That is to say, the sentence ‘ yat palc$asammitam,' etc., appears in 
the wake of the Injunction (there is but one post, and eleven animals), 
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and it means that ns at the EkadaUni, there would b< a deal of trouble, 
if any of the two measures mentioned were accepted, it is far better to 
have only one post. And as for the measuring of the paksa, as it is one 
that has never been enjoined, it must be taken as always appearing as 
a mere description; and the Injunction of the measuring by the Vedi 
also only serves as a praise, showing the superior excellences of a single 
Sacrificial post. And as for the measuring by the ‘eyes’ of the chariot, 
it would be done at that sacrifice, in connection with which the Ekdd'Vini 
is laid down; and as such there would be no incompatibility. In the 
case in question, however, the measuring by the Vedi appears as die 
object of Injunction, by means of praise; and as such we cannot very 
well talc' it as eulogising anything else. Consequently it must be con¬ 
cluded that the ‘measuring by the puhyi which is not enjoined is a 
mere description for the sake of praising the ‘ measuring by the Vedi.' 
And as, in regard to the Agni sacrifice, this ‘ measuring by the Vedi, 
would be the most authoritative, on account of its being mentioned in 

the same context,-the Injunction of the ‘measuring by the eyes of the 

chariot,’ being thus freed from the primary Agni sacrifice, would betake 
it&elf to its subsidiaries. 

The siUra may be taken as follows: If the measuring with the 
Vedi were not laid down with regard to a substance, then there would be 
no restriction with regard to the measuring of the Paksa, etc., all of which 
would be (equally) implied and that would be set aside by the direct 
mention of the ‘ measuring by the eyes of the chariot.’ In the case in 
question, however, it is not so ; and bonce there is no contradiction. 

^t^ii h n 

Vihitpratisedkat, on account of the prohibition of what is en¬ 
joined. ^ Pakse, optional. At/irekah, excess, wn Syafc, would be. 

26. On account, of the injunction and prohibition of 
the same thing the excess would be optional.—26. 

This sfltra meets one of the objections urged in the Blufaya, p. 10 
line 17. 

COMMENTARY. 

One text lays down the holding of the Sodasi at the Atirdtrd; 
while another prohibits it; and hence its holding or not holding being 
both optional, when it is not held there would be an excess of two hymns 
only ; when however it is held, the excess comes to be three, because in this 
latter case, there are two Itilc verses added to the group of twenty-one, and 
in this way we do not find any contradiction between the texts concerned, 
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S&rasvate, in the Sarasvata sacrifice. Mh^rr?f Yipratisedh&t, cm ac¬ 
count of prohibition, $F<i Yadaiti, the conditional 'if'. w?( Syat, should 

be added. 

27. In the Sarasvata sacrifice on account of the pro¬ 
hibition the sentence should be taken with a conditional 
‘ if.’—27. 

COMMENTARY. 

This meets the objection urged by the Piirvapak.fi in the Bhdfya , 
p. 199, line 22. As in regard to the Sarasvata sacrifice just as in the 
case of the Dvddasdha shown above, the previous performance of the 
Jyotistoma would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both 
of us should explain the sentence concerned as follows: — 

* If in the case of the performance falling in the bright fortnight 
of the month ending with Padrr.ianidsi the sacrificers happen to b( Puro- 
ddsins then they should fast; whereas if in the case of the performance 
falling within the dark fortnight ending with Aindvasyd f the sacrificers 
happen to be Sftnn&yyim, they should remove the 1 calves/ And in 
this way, we find that the mention of different sacrificers (Puroddsins and 
Sdnndyyina) indicates the different times of the performance, and as such 
there is no incompatibility. 


ii ^ ii 

Upahavyo, in regard to the XJpahavya. Pratiprasavah, incon¬ 

gruity. 

28. “ In regard to the Upahavya there would be 

certainly incongruity.—28. 

COMMENTARY. 

This StUra recalls an objection urged by the Pitrvapah$i Bh ixya 
p. 200, line 1) the purport of which is as follows :— 

In one Rescension we find the sentence ‘ upahavyo niruktah , ugni- 
fitomo y ijno rathdntarusdiim , ahvahbydvo datyhind ; while in another we 
find, * up ihavyah aniruhtah, ulztho yajno bvihatsdmd i acvdh cveto rukma - 
laldto dak find; and in this case, in view of these two Injunctions the 
two Hymns could be taken as optional alternatives; yet, inasmuch as this 
alternative is already obtained from the Primary sacrifice, any mention 
of it would be absolutely useless, if the action ^ upahavya) were one 
only; while if tho two upahavyas are distinct, the repetition (of what 
has been mentioned ip connection with the Primary) would serve the 
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restrictions. Hence too the two actions must be taken as 

distinct. 

wni Giujartha, for the purpose of indicating an accessory, w V&, but. 

Punaharufcih, repetition. 

29. The repetition referred to serves the purpose of 
indicating another accessory. 29. 

COMMENTARY. 

The answer to the above objection is that the repetition of tlio 
Brihata and the Rathantara could be explained as serving the purpose 
of restricting the number. 

sreiwffa er&rfcr it \\ 

Mr m: Pratyayah, idea. ^ Obapi, also. Darsayali, Bujpoits. 

30. The Veda also lends support to the idea (that the 
action mentioned in the diverse texts is the same).—*30. 

COMMENTARY. 

We find that the Veda, speaking of the Homo, in reference to the 
1 Praynja lays down the mantra ‘ Krilurusi,' etc., which appears in 
entirely different rescenaional texts, as to be employed in the A?mdddnn ; 
and (his distinctly shows that the action though spoken of in various 
texts is held to be one and the same. 

“safa stniftfea” to\%to 

air Api v&, but. awftTnm Kramsamyogat, on account of distinct orders 
of procedure. Vidhiprithakatvam, difference in the injunctions, wmi 

EkasyAm, in regard to what is laid down in one text. Vyavatistheta, 

should be. 

31. “As there are distinct orders of procedure tho 
Injunction pertaining to what is laid down in one text must 
he regarded as distinct (from those pertaining to what is 
laid down in other texts).—31. 

COMMENTARY. 

The action mentioned in ono text must be regarded as different 
from the same action spoken of in another text for the simple reason 
that the order of procedure is found to bo entirely different in two cases. 




purposes of 
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cT^migrWHt Sf&RWT- 


w 

IiRrRr-Tf ViroclhiuA, with the contradictory. 3 Tu, but. twwlron; Asamyog&fc, 
there being no connection. Aikakarme, the action being taken, reform 

Tatsamyog&fc, on account of connection with that action, foSftm Vidkinam, of the 
injunctions. Sarvakarmapratyah, the common idea of all actions, mm 

Sy&t, should be. 

32. There being no connection with contradictory pro¬ 
cesses the action is taken as one and the same, hence all 
Injunctions connected with that action must be taken as 
affording the idea of that same action.—82. 

COMMENTARY. 

That all actions are one is shown by Syntactical Connection; while 
the difference in the order of proceture would, at best, be pointed by 
the order in which they happen to he mentioned; and as a rule Syntactical 
Connection is always more authoritative than mere order. Because, 
as a matter of fact, we find that such details as are mentioned even in the 
Smritis are not rejected by any considerations of Order, time or Extent; 
and then, how could it be that that which is pointed by the Syntacti¬ 
cal Connection of Vedic texts would be rejected by any such considera¬ 
tions? 

Thus, then, we conclude that the action mentioned in each Re- 
seensional text being distinctly recognized as same, we cannot 
take each of these as a distinct action. And it has also been shown 
that there is no seventh means of differentiating actions, except those 
that have been explained above, which afford all the means for the neces¬ 
sary differentiation of actions. 

End of Adhyaya II. 











THIRD ADHYAYA. 

First Pada. 

Adhikarana 1.—Declaring the Subject-matter of the Adhyaya. 

OTTcT: 11 l \\ 

m Atha, now. wa: Atafi, then. S'wwn Sesalaksagam, the Adhyaya 

/ 

dealing with Seea. 

1. Now then the Adhyaya dealing with the subject of 
&esa.—1. 

COMMENTARY, 

The difference arnftng actions having been established, the next 
question that arises is,—Is each and every action expressed by verbs 
occurring in the Vedic texts an independent act by itself, bringing into 
existence a distinct Apurva? or, are some subordinate to, and subserve 
the various purposes of, some others?—and if the latter, what actions 
are subservient to what ? Though this is what forms the main subject of 
Adhyaya (3;, yet it will be shown here that it is not only actions that are 
subservient or subsidiary to actions , but that under the word ‘ subsidiary’ 
-‘seja’, 1 arc/a ’ dsrita —are also included substances and their pro¬ 
perties. The consideration of this point is all the more important, as the 
subject-matter of all the rest of the Sutras (Adhyaya 4 to 12) are directly 
or indirectly, based upon this relationship of the ‘ principal’ and ‘ subsi¬ 
diary ’ among actions as says KumAirila. 


Adhikarana II.—The definition of Subsidiary. 

Sft: II ^ || 

iw: Sesab, subsidiary. Parartlmtv&t, on account of being for the 

sake of another. 

2. A thing is called subsidiary by reason of its 
being for the sake of another.—2. 
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COMMENT All Y. 

That, is to say the ‘ subsidiary’—‘ —is defined as that which 

is for the sake of another ; that is to say, that which is indicated by 
direct assertion etc. as aiding some action towards the fulfilment of its 
Apuroa ; this latter qualification being necessary in order to preclude 
mere verbal relationship. This being for the sake of another does 
not necessarily in itself imply that the Subsidiary should in some way 
help the Principal, but such help is assumed on the strength of Presump¬ 
tion. For instance, in the case of the action of sprinkling water on the 
corn, the fact of its having been laid down in connection with a sacrifice 
leads to the presumption that it must accord some help to that sacrifice. 
Similary in the case o£ the Praydjas , laid down in connection with the 
Dar$apilrnamasa sacrifice, we find that these latter stand in need of some 
help; and also that there are certain other actions laid down (in the shape 
of the Praydjas ), which stand in need of some other action to which they 
could accord help; and this mutual need leads u%to the presumption that 
the Praydjas subserve the Dar§aptin?amdsa. 

Adhikarana 111.—What can be Subsidiary ? 

STRTT: II \ II 

Dravyaguijasanskfiresu, to substances, accessories and puri¬ 
fications ; badari h says Badari. 

3. The subsidiary character belongs to substances 
accessories and purifications only.—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

The question being whether only substances, accessories and puri¬ 
fications can be subsidiaries or actions and results also, we have the 
Purvapalv}a view as stated by Badari that subsidiary character can 
belong to the first three only. That sacrifices and results cannot be 
subsidiaries is clear from the Purrapakpi siitra of the first Adhikarana 
of the sixth Adhyaya, 

In answer to this we have the Sidtjhanta in the next three sutras. 

n s n 

imi 

a a 

qetfr* Karmaui, actions. ’afi'Api, also, Jaiminilj, says Jaiinini. -wrfrns 

Phalartliatv&t, ou account of being for the. sake of the result. 4. Phalaftcha 
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also, purusArthatv&t, because it is for the sake of the 

5. Purusafoha, the agent also. sdWfWi karmftvthatvA' on account of 

being for the sake of action. 6. 

4. Jaimini says that actions also are subsidiaries 
because they are for the sake of the result. 

5. The result also can be subsidiary because it is for 
the sake of the agent. 

6. And lastly the agent also is subsidiary because 
he is for the sake of the action.— 4-6. 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) . That substances are subservient to sacrifices follows from their 
very nature ; they exist, because they subserve some purpose. 

(2) . Mantras and Deities also are necessary appendages to the 
sacrifice. 

(3) . Such purificatory or preparatory acts as the threshing of the 
corn come to be regarded as ‘subservient,’ to sacrifices, in view of the 
fact that sacrifices need some substances out of which the cake and such 
other things could be made ; the cake, for instance, must be made of some 
corn ; but no entire corn can make it; the grains have to be threshed 
and cleaned, so that it maybe used for the making of the cake to be 
used at the sacrifice. 

(4) . Actions (sacrifices) also are ‘subservient,’ to their result; 
as it is for the sake of the result that the action is performed. 

(5). The ‘result’ is ‘ subservient because it is for the sake of the 
human agent that seeks it, and accomplishes it by means of the action. 

(6). The human agent is ‘ subservient ’ to the actions—being the 
‘performer’ who will accomplish the action, for the sake of which, therefore, 
he would exist. The ‘subserviency’ of the agent to the action is expressed 
by the word enjoining the act; for instance, of the word ‘yajeta’ the 
‘sacrifice’ forms the principle factor in the denotation, and as no such 
action as the sacrifice would be possible without an agent, the agent also 
must be regarded as implied by the same word. Apart from this, there 
are cases where the human agent occupies the most subordinate position ; 
e.,/., in the case where the man is required simply for the purpose of 
measuring the height of the sacrificial post. 

The above is the view of Jaimini as interpreted by the Bliasya; 
which quotes the interpretation of the author of the Vritli (Upavar§a)—the 
sense of which may be thus stated:—It is only Substances, Mantras and 
Deities and Purificatory acts that can, by their very nature, be subservient 



(SI. 

agent 
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Sacrifices as held by Badari ; as it is only these that can never be 
‘principals’; and the reason for this view, says the Brihali (pp. 66b), lies 
in the fact that the Niyoga or Apurva is accomplished by the sacrifice, 
which in its turn, is accomplished by Substances, Mantras and Deities 
and purificatory Acts, which'latter alone are forces contributing to the 
ultimate result.—To the other three things, mentioned by Jaimini, the 
subserviency can belong only relatively ; for instance, the sacrifice 
(mentioned in sfitra 4) is principal in relation to the substance, but sub¬ 
servient in relation to the result; the result (mentioned in sutra o) is 
principal in relation to the sacrifice, but subservient in relation to the 
agent ; the human agent (mentioned in sfitra 6) also is principal in relation 
to the'result, but subsidiary to such acts as the measuring of the sacrificial 
post ( Sabara-Bhasya page 211) : — 

The meaning of this is that the first three, Substance and the 
rest, are always ‘ subsidiary ’; they are never ‘principal’, while the latter 
three— Result and the rest—are both ‘principal’ and ‘subsidiary’ in 
relation to one another. 


Adhikarana IV.—The details of threshing and the 
rest pertain only to particular things. 

I! n 

mi Tes&m, of those details, wfa arthena, purpose, visible result. 

Sambandhah, connection. 

They are connected with a definite purpose.—7. 

COMMENTARY, 


7, 


[n regard to the Darda-Pfirnam&sa we find the Injunction ‘Parsfa- 
pftrnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta; ’ and in connection with these two 
sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the nirvapana 
(pouring out), the proksjana (washing) avahanana (threshing), and so 
forth as relating to vegetables, and utpavana (sprinkling), vitapana 
(boiling), grahana (holding), asdddna (procuring), and the like, relating to 
the butter ; and again ffltha-harana (fetching of the twigs), Qavamprasthd- 
pana (fetching of the cows) OavdmprasnAuana (making the cow yield 
milk), and so forth, relating to the Sanndyya (the mixture of Curd and 
Butter). And with regard to these details, there arises a question as to 
whether all these three classes of details aio to be performed in connec¬ 
tion with all three kinds of materials -Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butter 







imSTffy 



Against tliis position of the Siddhdnta we have the Turvapalcsa 
in the following sfitra. 


srfctt- 

n c; u 

fe%i: Viliitah, laid down. 3 Tu, but- Sarvadharmnb, pertaining to 

all. wm Syat, should be, sfti'm: Sanyogatali, in regard to connection, 

Avisesat on account of non-difference. mwWW! Prakaran&vises&t, on account 
of non-difference of context. ^ Oha. also. 

8. Every one of them should be taken as pertaining to 
all, because of their non-difference in connection and non- 
difference in context,—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

In as much as the result of the Darsaptiniamdsa is one only, there 
cannot be more than one ApAroa, and the capability of bringing about this 
ApAroa belongs equally to the vegetables, the Butter and the Curd-Butter 
mixture ; hence the details laid down with reference to these materials 
must be taken as pertaining to all of them. 

And in support of this universal application, we have (in the sutra. 
two. reasons: (1) ‘ Sarny ogato’ ‘ vikcpit ’ and (2) Prakaranaviseqdt.’ That 
is to say, the characteristic of bringing about the ApAroa that we find 
in one object (corn), as the ground of its connection with a particular detail 
[Threshing), is also found in the other object; because as for the specific 
characteristic of the class ‘ corn ’ (which subsists in the corn only), this is of 
use only in the indication, and is of no use in restricting the application of 
the Threshing, Then, as for the objective character, of the corn as mentioned 
in the sentence VHhinavahantj), it is found in all the other objects also; 
as all of them are objects to be offered. Therefore it must be admitted 
that, leaving aside all such objects as are not connected with the ApArva, 
as are not objects to be offered, and as do not help in the bringing about 
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of the particular ApArva of the context,—with reference to all other 
objects, all the details should be performed, 

9!*^qr>!=Fll **TTgr I) S. \\ 

Arfcbalop&t, on account of the absence of a useful purpose. 
akarma, no action, vm Sy&t, would be. 

9. By being separated from a useful purpose it would 
no longer be an action.—9. 

commentary. 

The Siddh&nta meets the l’urvapaksa by the argument that if we 
dissociate the particular detail—of threshing, for instance,—there would 
be the danger of its ceasing to he an action ; that is, ceasing to be per¬ 
forated at all. 

TOrg ui stp rr n u 

Phalam, thr result. 3 Tu, also, Saha chest,ay&, along with the 

operation. Sabdftrthah as expressed by the words, mvm abh&v&t, in its 

absence, uroftu) viprayoge, on account of its absence, wu Syat, would be. 

10. Then again,the result is found to appear along with 
the operation. It is only when there is no visible result that 
its absence could justify the details being taken merely as 
expressed by the words—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged that, “ inasmuch as we shall assume certain 
imperceptible effects, there would not be an absence of useful purposes." 
And to this the following reply is made. 

As a matter of fact, we find that the Threshing brings about its 
perceptible result in the Corn, along with its performance ; while in the 
others ^tlie Butter etc.), we find the mere operation of Threshing, without 
any z'esults / and so long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic 
injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a useless 
operation; and in the absence ox such urging by a Vedic injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results. 
And thus there would be a mutual interdependence; the assumption of 
the injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the results being 
based upon the injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Butter etc. 
we do not find either the injunction or the result (of Threshing) ; while 
in regard to the corn, we find both independently of each other. 
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Adhikarana V.—The Sphya and the other implements 
have their use restricted. 

u n u 

XU Dravyarp, tilings. * Clia, also. Utpattisamyognt, on 

account of being connected with the originative injunction, Tadartham, for 

the eale of that. Eva, only. Wfi Ohodyeta, should be laid down. 

11. The tilings being connected with the originative 
injunction should be taken as laid down for the sake of 
that.—11. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the T)art;a-Purnam/ha, we find the sentence 
‘ Sphyaschakapdlani cha agnihotrahaeani aha Mpaneha, krwajlnancha 
sha my a cha uUhhalanoha vntsahmcha drshachcliopatd cha, etdni vai dosha 
yajMyndhani. And there arises a doubt ns to whether each of these 
implements is to be employed in whatever they may be found capable of 
doing, or only in that in connection with which they are mentioned. 

On this point we have the following Furvapak$a 

In as much as there is no connection with distinct Apurcas, and as in 
all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, wo must employ 
the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this way, the 
sentence ephyakha etc. would become justified as constituting an injunc¬ 
tion ; and as for the plural number in etfoxi, that could be explained as 
based upon the plurality of the objects (sphya etc), enjoined ; otherwise, 
as the whole forms a single sentence, there would be a single injunction. 
Consequently it must be admitted that the implements are to be employed 
according to their capabilities. 

The SiddhAmta view is that the implements in question are to be 
employed in connection with the actions along which they are mentioned 
in the injunctive sentences. All that the sentence enumerating the 
implement does is to give a collective description of the various imple¬ 
ments and there is nothing to dissociate them from the actions along 
with which they have been originally laid down. 










pOrVA-MImAMBA-SAtRAS. Ill ADEYAYA 


Adhikarana VI.—The quality of 'redness' is restricted 
to the substance along with which it is mentioned. 


ri^ to: nun 

Artliaikatvo, when it is possible for the two to be taken together. 

Dravyagiigayoh, of the substance and the quality. Aikakarmy&t, 

they have the same function, fwm: Niyamab, restriction, SyfU, should be. 

12. Between the substance and the property, when it 
is possible for the two to be taken together they must serve 
the .same function and as such their application should be 
restricted—12. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Jyolhjtoma, we find tlie sentence ‘anuuiya- 
pingSkpja ekahSyanyd somam kriri&ti and then the text goes on adding 
'ajayd hrinati, vasasd krinSti, etc., where the word '/I runa denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ PinySk.fi' and 'Ekahtlyam denote the substance, 
because of their co-extensiveness (with the price to be said for the Soma). 
And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness’ (signified by Arniia j there 
arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance that is men¬ 
tioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the substances 
mentioned in the context. 

The basis of the Pfirvapaksa on this is borrowed from sutra 8 above: — 

That which is laid down would appertain to all, because there is no 
difference in their relationship, and because of the non-difference of the 
context. (Sfttra 8). That is to say, in as much as Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
but take our stand upon the indications of the context ; so that in the 
present instance there is nothing to preclude the quality of redness from 
being taken with all the substances that are mentioned in the context. 

The Siddhiuithi’s answer to the above is as laid down in the sfitra. In 
the case in question the substance and the property are found to be such 
that neither the substance nor the property alone by itself can be 
employed. For instance, the redness can be of use only as qualifying 
the particular substauco cow, and the cow also must be of Borne colour; 
and further the t wo words ‘ Aruydya * and * Ekah&yanyeY having the same 
instrumental ending, the two become related through syntactical connection 
to the action of purchase ; hence the conclusion is that the property of 
redness must be taken as related to the particular object cow mentioned 


in the same sentence. 
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Adhiharana VII.--The Grahaikntra Nyaya The 
non-signi ficance of number. 

« n n 

vsnft Ekntvayuktam, qualified by singularity. *»« ekaeya, of tne 
singularity, ufwforonj SnUisanyogiU, on account of being directly mentioned. 

13. The thing must be qualified by singularity 
singularity is directly mentioned.—•■ 13. 

COMMENTARY. 

The application of the various accessories has been duly explained: 
nmv we proceed to consider the details of the employment of these 
accessories. 

In connection with the Jyoti^oma we have the sentence 
‘ DaMpairtm.ia. graham mmmdr^ti ’ ; and there arises a question as 
to whether the washing is to be of only one vessel or of all the vessels 
mentioned in the context. Just as in the sentence we have a question 
as to the significance of the singular number, so also in others, we 
have it as to that of the Dual and the Plural ; e.g., ‘Yam,a puroddkau 
Rtj/iyata\i ’ and ' Havimji abhighdrayati.' In all these cases, an action 
is enjoined with reference to a particular thing; and hence there 
naturally arises the question as to whether any significance is to he 
attached to the Number of the word signifying this thing or not. 

On the above question we have the Pdrvapak?a put forward in sutra 
13, the sense of which is that, as the text distinctly mentions the washing as 
to be done to graham in the singular, there can be no justification fof 
disregarding the singular ending; and this leads to the general conclusion 
that in the case of all sentences due significance must be attached to the 
particular number used in connection with the predicate ; exactly in the 
same manner as it is done in connection with that of the subject. 

The B 14 $ya lias included here the questions of significance being 
attached t.o the gender also; but the Vdrtika says that the Bltftsya has 
done this only by the way, as the question in connection with gender will 
be ijealt with later on. 

flifqr 3fT to %% to 

Sarvesftm of all. ▼&, but. laksacatv&t, the indication 

pertaining to.' iw aviiistam, equally. fi| Hi, because. laksapam, the 

iiuiication. 
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P0RVA-MIMAMSA-StiTRAS. III ADHYAYA. 

14. All individuals should he taken as indicated, for 
the simple reason that the generic indication is applicable 
to all.—14. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tt is a well-established fact that whenever anything is referred to by 
means of a generic name that name pertains to all the individuals 
included under that name. For instance, in the passage in question we 
find the word ‘ graham ’ used as a generic name for all vessels ; and so 
long as there is nothing to indicate the contrary there can be no justifi¬ 
cation for restricting tbe action to a single graha. The conclusion therefore 
is that the washing laid down in the sentence in question should be done 
to all the vessels that are to be used at the sacrifice in connection with 
which the sentence occurs. 

<3 STcfmcT II n II 

Choclite, in regard to which that is enjoined, g Tu but. Ki'frwa 
Par&rthatvAt, being subordinate to something else, Yath&smiti, exactly 

as mentioned, Hufou Pratiyeta should be taken. 

15. That, which is enjoined should he taken exactly 
as il, is mentioned because it is subordinate to something 
else.—15. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponent has urged tbe case of the sentence ‘ pasumdlabheta ’ 
where due significance is attached to both number and gender of tbe 
word pakm. The answer to this is that the case of the sentence graham 
samuulrdi is not exactly analogons to that of pasumdlabheta. In the latter 
the animal is distinctly laid down as subordinate to the sacrifice, and as 
there is nothing to indicate that the action of sacrifice 1ms to be repeated 
with all its subordinates, there i3 naturally a desire on our part to find 
out the exact number of subordinates required to fulfil tbe action, and 
thus the singular number in pakum comes in useful as indicative of that 
number ; and due significance must therefore be attached to it. In the case 
of the sentence ‘graham samm&ryti ’ on the other hand be the washing that 
is laid down, and not the vessel, is the subordinate factor ; and there is no 
justification needed for the repetition of the subordinate washing with 
each and everyone of the vessels. In fact, tbe restriction of washing to 
anyone or two vessels would be highly objectionable irj the absence of 
any distinct injunction to that effect, 
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Adihkarana VIII ■—The washing is not done to the 


chamasa etc. 



fteSRTCT gwwf SISJTCWJT « II H II 

imi Saipskaiftt, bemuse it is purificatory, si Vfi, really. auoftn&m 
as to accessories. wwwn Avyavastha, no restriction. wra Wyat, should be. 

16. As the washing is purely purificatory there should 
be no restriction as to its application to the several acces¬ 
sories.—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

Ill connection with the Jyotitfoma we meet with the sentence 
‘ graham sammdrtfri the question arises as to whether this washing 
applies to all sacrificial vessels chamasa and the rest or to only those 
particular vessels called ‘ grab as’ which are besmeared with soma jniee. 

The Phrvapaksa embodied in the sutra is that all the vessels should 
be washed as washing is purely purificatory and purification is equally 
necessary and applicable to all the vessels. 

ocp-rc^r 

^ a u 

«r?pwi Vyavaatbfli, there should be restriction, w va, really. site* Aithasya, 
of tbe object, Sruti samyog&t, being directly mentioned, wn lasya, suck 

things, Sabdapramagatw&fc, based upon scriptures. 

17. There should be a restriction us the one particular 
object is directly mentioned and specially as such matters 
are based entirely upon the scriptures, 1 1 . 

COMMENTARY. 

The washing applies to the 4 grahas' only as tho text quoted dis¬ 
tinctly mentions them by name and iu the face of this direct declaration, 
it would be very wrong to apply it to any other vessels. 


Adhikarana IX .— The measure of 17 cubits applies to the 
sacrificial post used at the l J asu sacrifice . 

srre&pni ii ii 

OTtfom Anarlliaky&t, on account of uselessness. Tadafigesu, should 

apply to its subsidiaries. 

18. Because it is of no use in the primary sacrifice 
itself, it must apply to the subsidiaries. 18. 
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COMMENTARY. 

In (connection with the * Vajpeya’ sacrifice we have the text, 
1 sap to. cl a slid rat n i h bajpeyashyayupah ’ and in this connection the question 
arises as to whether the measure of 17 cubits applies to the vessels of the 
Vajpeya itself (there being no yupa in that sacrifice) or it pertains to the 
yupa used in connection with the ‘ pathiyaga’ which is a subsidiary of 
the Vajpeya. 

The Purvapab$a is that the text distinctly mentions the measure 
in connection with the Vajpeya itself and there can be no justification 
for making it applicable to something else. 

The Siddhanta as embodied in the sutra is that as a matter of fact 
the name ‘ Vajpeya belongs to a particular form of the soma sacrifice in 
\vhich the sacrificial post has no place. Under the circumstances if the 
measure were made applicable to this sacrifice itself it will be absolutely 
meaningless, in order to avoid this the word * Vajpeya’ in the text may 
be taken as indirectly indicating the vessels used at the Vajpeya sacrifice. 
But this recourse to indirect indication cannot be justified so long as there 
is any possibility of avoiding it. As a matter of fact it is easily avoided 
by taking the word Vajpeya in its wider sense of the particular soma 
sacrifice called bajpeya along with all its subsidiaries among which 
latter is the Pahiyaga at which the post is used to which the measure 
of 17 cubits is fittingly applicable. 


Adhilutrana X.—The action of ‘ Avikmmana is subsidiary 
to the ‘ Pruyajas * only. 

^T^ll H It 

Kartpiguoc, in the case of performers qualifications 2 Tu, and 
Karmasamavayftt, because it cannot co-inhere with the action. : 

(v&kyabhetlab). syntactical split, Sy&b would be. 

19. As the qualification of the performer cannot 
inhere in an action the sentence should be broken up.—19. 

COMMENTARY. 

Purificatory Actions, Substances and Accessories Imve duly been dis¬ 
cussed ; and we notv proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
being mentioned as related to another action, comes to be taken as a 
purificatory action. 
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'Yav instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ abhikrdman juhoti’ we 
iiiu) in the word ‘ abhiknhnari the repetitive nili.x annul ; and lienee, 
there arising the question as to what is done by one ' walking round ami 
round’ we meet with another word 1 juhoti' which points to the Praydja j 
in whose context we find the sentence in question. And then there is a 
doubt as to whether the ‘ walking round’ is connected with that Prayaja 
alone, or to every one of the Romas that are mentioned in connection 
with the Darki Pfirnamdsa. 

In regard to the above question the Piirvapak^a view is that 
inasmuch as the avikramana is an action meant to be a qualification for 
the performer it cannot be taken as having any connection with the 
particular ‘ homa’ mentioned by the word ‘ juhoti in the sentence, that 
is to say, the acikramarja or walking round cannot be connected with the 


<§L 


l x raynjan. 


It, cannot, in fact, help in the accomplishment of the Prayaja 


Iloma. And as such its mention cannot have any syntactical connection 
„i,l, the injunction of the Prayaja a; so that in the sentence in question 
the participle avikrdmana should be taken apart from the principal verb 
juhoti as pertaining to all actions mentioned in all other contexts. 

emmuirr % 5% a » 


«inra S&k&mksam, in need. 2 Tu, but. vmm Ekavakyara, syntactically 
connected, wni Syat, would be. wnn Asaniaptam, incomplete, fir Hi, because. sjSw 
Purveija, by the proceeding word alone. 

20. But there is a deficiency in view of which the whole 
should be taken as one sentence specially the sense of the 
sentence is not completed by the first word. 20. 

COMMENTARY. 


qhe Siddhan tin’s answer to the above is that as a matter of fact the 
word (avikrdmana) being a gerund cannot be taken as completing the 
sentence. It stands in need of another finite verb and as such a finite verb 
is available near at hand there can be no justification for dissociating it 
from that verb. 

The Tantravartika is struck by the palpably absurd Pdrvapaksa as 
represented in the Bhfisya and therefore offers a somewhat different 
explanation of the Adhikarana. ft puts forward the Pftrvapaksa in the 
following form 

Inasmuch as the ‘ walking round’ is laid down with reference to all 
die Uomas of the context, that are referred to by the word ‘ juhoti',— and 
as there is no intermediate context (that could take in the Prayajae only), 
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—the connection of the walking round cannot but be controlled by the 
single great context (which takes in all Hornagl; and in this case the sense 
of the preceding (Pilrvapak?a) s&tra would be thus: In the 'properly 
of the agent : Le. f in i walking round '—there being no inherence of the 
action of Pvaydja , which could be brought about only by an intermediate 
context, there would he a split of the sentence , only in so far as the 
* walking round* would not be syntactically connected with that inter¬ 
mediate context. 

In that case, the present (Siddli&nta)' sdtra should be interpreted 
as follows: SaMntyam' would refer to the intermediate context ; and 
the sense of the Siddh&nta would be that the 4 walking round* is syntacti¬ 
cally connected with the intermediate context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is aroused by the injunction 
of the Prayajas (i.e., the ‘ walking round* is to be taken as forming part 
of the procedure of the Prayajas) And in this case, the concluding 
clause asamtlptam hi puroena would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence but that the intermediate context is not completed by lohat 
precedes —i.c., by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of 
the Prayajas. 


Adhikarana XI.—The Upavita is subsidiary to the 
entire Barm Pi) mamma and not to the 
Sdmadhcni only. 

II II 

Sarndigdhesu, in all doubtful cases. Vyav&y&t, on account of 

interruption. Vakyabhedah, syntactical dissociation, wn Syat, should be. 

21. On account, of the intervention of sentences of 
doubtful connection the sentences should be dissociated. 



COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana is meant to settle the question as to whether the 
connection of actions is controlled by the intermediate or prime context. 

In connection with the Darsa Pitrnamasa the Sdmidhani Mantras 
are laid down as the seventh and eighth Avuodhas f the Nioids are laid 
down as the ninth ; and the Kdrnyas , identical with the Sdmidhcinis , as the 
tenth ; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacrificial 
thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit 
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there arises the question as to whether the thread is to be so 
worn at the time that the person is reciting the Sam id hards or during all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in the context. 

The PArvapaksa view is that in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana the mention of the Upavtta 
must be connected with what is nearest to it. That is to say with die 
mention of Sdvxidhants only. 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sfifcra is that between the mention 
of two sets of SamidhanU we have the mention of the Nimids and as such 
the connection of SamidhanU being interrupted and the irres is table 
conclusion is that, the Upavtta should be connected with flic entire 
context of the Dartfa Purnam&sa and should be borne throughout its 
performance and not onlyuiuring the recitation of the Sdmidham. 


Adhikarana XIT.—The Varana , the Vaikankatd and 
the other vessels belong to all sacrifices. The 
Mithosambandha Nyaya . 

wen Gun An am, of the accessory details. ** Glia, also. Pararth&twftt, 

on account of being subservient to the purpose of something else. sr&P'i: Asam- 
bandha, no relation. w*r<i Samatwat, on account of being equal. Sy&t, 
should be. 

22. As the accessory details are all subservient to the 
purposes of something else, they are all of equal importance 
as such can have no relationship among themselves.—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana is an exception to Adhikarana 9. 

In connection with the kindling of fire, we find laid down certain 
vessels of the Varana and the Vaikanhatfi wood, as employed at the 
performance of the sacrifice, some of which are used at the Homa , while 
others are not used. And inasmuch as these vessels have nothing to do 
with the actual, kindling of fire they are, as a matter of course, taken apart 
from the context; and then there arises a question as to the particular 
sacrifice at the performance of which they should be used. 

And on this question w r e have the following Puvmpak^a. 

“ in accordance with rule laid down in SAtra III-i-lB, vve must 
conclude that the vessels in question are used for bolding the offering 
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pOrva-mImamsa-sutras. in adhyAya. 
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materials at the Pavamfrnesti, as this /$?', being laid down in connection 
will? kindling of fire , is directly subsidiary to it and the vessels mention¬ 
ed in the same context have to be connected with an offering and the 
nearest offering with which they ran be connected is the Pav&mana offering. 
For the simple reason that the vessels as well as the Pavarnana offerings 
are mentioned in the context of the fire kindling. So that, there being no 
use for tbo vessels at the kindling itself they must be connected with the 
nearest offering. 

The Siddh&nta embodied in the sfitra is as follows :— 

That the said vessels belong to the fire kindling through the Pava- 
in Ana sacrifice is shown only by the context, while that they belong to the 
(ire and through that to all sacrifices is shown by the syntactical force 
of the sentence ‘ Yaddhavaneye Jnhoti etc. and the latter is certainly more 
authoritative than the former. 

And further there is no close relationship between the Pavamdvn 
offerings and the fire kindling as the offerings are as much subsidiary to the 
lire as the kindling is and thus there being no relationship between the 
two the vessels found mentioned in the context of the kindling cannot 
reasonably be connected with the Pavarnana offering. 

The Ydrtiha is not satisfied with the way in which the Bh'Asya rests 
the Siddhanta upon an assumed sentence in the shape of Yadahavaneye 
jnhoti. Infant it discards the entire Adhikarana and takes the present, 
svttra as a supplementary to the foregoing Adhikarana. That is to say 
in connection with the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana there 
arising the argument that as the NiUcIs are subsidiary to the Samdhenis 
a mention of those cannot interrupt or disjoin the context,—the answer 
given by the sutra the sense of which is that inasmuch as the Nibids also 
like the SAmidhenis speak of the kindling of fire they are equally sub¬ 
servient to the purposes of fire and as such one cannot be taken as subsi¬ 
ding to the other. 


v Adhikarana XI1L—The V&rtraghni recitation etc . belong 
to the Ajyavaga offer mgs. Vartraghni (Nyaya.) 

II II 

Fw Mithah, of the pair. * Cha, also. ViWwnj Anarfcha-sambandhU, the 
relations serve no useful purpose. 

23. Any connection of the pair of Mantras with the pri¬ 
mary sacrifice serving no useful purpose (they cannot be 
connected with the latter). 23. 
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COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the Darrfii Pflinamasa we meet with the passage 
‘ Vartraghni paurnamhydm vridhaiucati amdr.hydyam ’ and in regard to 
this there arises tlie doubt whether the two pairs of Mantras Vartraqhni 
and Vridhammti belong to the primary sacrifice of the Danfa Purnamftsa 
itself or to the Ajyacagci offerings. 

The JMrvapaksa view is that inasmuch as the Mantras are dis¬ 
tinctly mentioned in the text along with the Daria TMrnainasa itself there 
is no reason why they should not he taken as belonging to these. 

The Siddhiinta embodied in the sfitra is as follows: — 

That any connection of the Mantras with the DartJa Pimiarmisa 
would be useless, because the Purnamasi sacrifice constitutes one action 
so also does the Darda sacrifice and as such there could be no room for 
two Mantras in either of these and further because the deities mentioned 
in the mantras are not found connected with any of the two primary 
sacrifices, that is to say the Vartraghni and the Vridhanwati each consists 
of two mantras, one mantra speaking of soma and another of Agni and 
as a matter of fact neither soma nor Agni by itself is the deity of the 
DartJa or of the Pdrnamasa. The conclusion therefore is that the two 
pairs of Mantras should be connected with two Ajyavaga offerings. As 
there offerings are two in number the two mantras will fit in with these 
quite appropriately and the words Paurnamasyam and AmAvasvayam 
occurring in the sentence quoted should be taken only as pointir.g out 
the times for the offering. 


Adhikarana XIV.—The closing of the fist and such 
other details pertain to the whole context. 

II v* II 

Anantaryam, proximity. srtK’ti Achodanft, not injunctive. 

?A. Proximity is not injunctive (or connection).— 24, 

COMMENTARY. 

We have just dealt with the employment of muntraa in accordance 
with the order in which they are mentioned ; and now we proceed to deal 
with the exceptions of that rule. 

In connection with the Jyotidoma we find the sentence Muslim 
Karoti, Vachamyaeehati diksitamaveda yati and then again ‘ hastan 

amnenihti idaparajivMramti; and in connection with this, there arises a 
3 
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doubt as to whether the * muytiharna ; (closing of the fist,' and vayyamah 
(silence) simply serve the purpose of dvedavfi (Addressing the initiated 
sacrifice!*) or they enter into the whole of the context? And similarly too, 
as to whether the hastavunejana (washing of the hand) is for the sole 
purpose of ‘ uluparajistavana ’ (spreading of the bundle of grass) or it 
pertains to all the actions performed ? 

The Pfirvapak§a view is that owing to the close proximity of the 
sentences the closingof the list and the silence should be taken as subsi¬ 
diary to the addressing and the washing of the hand to the spreading of 


the grass. 

The Siddhantin answer to the above is that the force of the context, 
the actions in question, must refer to the wholo set of actions mentioned 
in the context. This connection could be rejected only if there were 
more authoritative means indicative of their connection with the one parti¬ 
cular action only. As a matter of fact, however, there is nothing to 
establish any sort of syntactical connection between the fist closing and 
the addressing. There is mere proximity of the two sentences and 
certainly the context is more authoritative than mere proximity. 


qrr^TRT^Er ii Vi u 

snw'ii V&ky&nam, the sentence. * Oha, also, wmwm Samaptnfcw&fc, being 
completing themselves. 

25. Also because every one of the sentences is complete 
in itself.” — 25. 

COMMENTARY. 


A further reason why there can bo no syntactical connection between 
the two sets of sentences lies in the fact that every one of them is complete 
■in itself and thus there is absent the principal condition necessary for 
syntactical connection as laid down in Sutra II i-46. 


Adhiharana XV .— The quartering ’pertains to the 

Agneya cake only. 

utww: sjcfrcrcr 

(^ ) 

jfa. Sesah, tho auxiliary. 3 Tu, really, whm;: Gu^asamyuktah, connected 
with the accessory detail, srjru 7 : S&dh&ragab, common to all. znftx Pratiyeta, 
should 4 bo recognised, Mitliab, mutually. Tos4m ? of those, 
asaitxbandhat, absenco of connection, 
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' ^ 26. “The auxiliary connected with the accessory 
details should be taken as common to all specially as there 
is no special connection between the two.” — 26. 


COMMENTARY. 


We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with order in which they are mentioned ; and wo now proceed to consider 
whether that application is possible to a part also, or only to the whole. 

In connection with, the Darsa P&rnam&sa, we find the sentence,— 
(Vfrtcyam chaturdhct karoti; and with regard to this there arisen the ques¬ 
tion as to whether the * chaturdhakarana 1 (quartering) is to be done to the 
Agneya cake only, or to the Agnisomiya and Aindragna cakes also. 

The Purvapaksa embodied in the sutra is that the Quartering 
applies to all the three cakes as the Aindragna and the Agnisomeya 
cakes are also entitled to the name Agneya as the cake dedicated to Indra 
and Agni can certainly fee spoken as dedicated to Agni. Nor is there any 
other text which makes the Quartering more nearly related to the Agaeva 
cake than to the others. 

In connection with this sfifcra a curious fact reveals itself. From 
the closing lines of Bhasya on this sutra it is clear that the Bhasya reads 
the sutra as tenant sambandhat as what it says is as follows (Page 241;. 

“ If there were no relationship between the Agnisomiya and the 
Agneya cakes, then there would have been some justification for restrict¬ 
ing the quartering to the Agneya cake only as it is, however, there is a 
relationship between the two so that there should be no such restriction.” 
On the other hand we have the Tantravartika quoting the Binl§ya as 
‘ mithaslisamasambandhSt achodana syat’ it is not easy to reconcile this 
quotation with the above declaration of the Bha$ya, 


wwjt i rvs i 


wwwr VyavasthA, restriction, m V&, but. ArthaeaqtyogAt, on account 

of connection with the direct meaning. Lingasya, of the indicative power wfa 
Arthena, with such meaning, Sambandh&fc, connection, snaro? Laksauarthfi 
serving the purposes of indication, wjfn: Gugairutih, subsidiary text. 

27. “ There should be restriction as there is an actual 

relationship with the direct meaning of the word specially as 
the indicative power is connected with such meaning as for 
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' the subsequent mention of the Agneya it is for the purpose 
of indicating tho talk of the Agneya cake—.27. 

COMMENTARY. 

The SidrlMnta is that the Quartering should apply to the Agneya 
cake .only as the very signification of the word Agneya makes it eleai that it 
must be one that is dedicated to the single deity Agni ; whenever Agtii is 
taken conjointly with any other deity the dhak pratyaya becomes 
impossible so that the presence of the dhak pratyaya in the word Agneya 
makes it clear that the name can be applied only to that cake which is 
dedicated to Agui and Agni alone so that this restriction is indicated by 
that indicative power of the word ‘Agneya ’ which makes known the par¬ 
ticular deity. In support of the Purvapaksa they have Cited the text Ag 
neryasya mastakam bibhajyn pradr i tay a rnabad hye t i ’ where even though 
what is mentioned is the Agneya only yet the avadana is made out of 
all the cakes. The answer to this is that the meaning of this text is that 
when the several cakes are cut the cutting of the Agneya should be done 
at its head so that it only serves the purpose of indicating a particular 
spot in the Agneya cake for a special purpose and lias just no bearing 
in the present question. 








THIRD ADHYAYA. 

Second Pada. 

Adhikarana 1.—Mantras are employed according to 
their primary meaning (Hahirnydya). 

ArthavidhAnasamartliyfU, because of (lie power of denoting 
things, *JV Mautre.su, among mantras. *m: SeMvbh&va, subsidiary 
character, ttm Sy&t, should be. warn TasmAt, there. Utpatli sambandhah, 

connection with the primary. Arthona, with meaning, ftrvitonm Nityasam- 
yogat, on account of eternal relation. 

1. u In < 1 $ much as subsidiary chai’actcr of mantras do- 
pends upon their power of denoting things the particular 
mantra should he. taken as related to its primary denotation 
as it is only with such denotation that they are eternally 
related.”—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

Wo now proceed to deal with the application of Mantra « in accord¬ 
ance with their own ‘Linga’. By ‘Linga’ is meant the capability of 
the Mantra to signify something ; and as a matter of fact, this capability 
is sometimes fouud to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes to 
the indirect secondary meaning. And hence in the case of Mantras it 
is doubtful whether they are to be used in their primary sense or in the 
secondary one. 

The discussion in the Blmsya is started with reference to a typical 
mantra 'barhirdevasadauam dAmi’ the question is whether this mantra, 
is to be used in the chopping of Kutfa grass only which is directly 
denoted by the word ‘barhi’ or in that of any grass, which could be only 
secondarily or indirectly indicated by the word. 

The Purvapaksa view is that the m e of a mantra always depends 
upon the expressive power of its words and the word ‘barhi’ is as expres¬ 
sive of the Kutfci as of any other grass so that there is nothing to justify 
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the restriction of the mantra to the chopping of Kusfa alone. The 
advantage gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
the Daria Pilvnamdsa certain Mantras with the word i P'Ai^an\ we do 
not find if necessary to remove these Mantras to another sacrifice, even 
though there is no such deity as Pitman in the Darsa Pzlrmnnasa ; be¬ 
cause the word 'PiLyan* indirectly indicates Agni’, which is a deity at 
that sacrifice, while if any preference were to be shown to the direct 
denotation of the word l Ri$an\ then it would be necessary to remove 
the Mantras from the context in which they are actually mentioned in 
the Veda, in the same maimer inasmuch as the word Agni’ would 
indicate the Stirya, the Injunction (that the ectypo is to be performed 
in the same way as the archetype) would be duly followed, even without 
changing the words of the Mantra {Le., the Sauryacharn is a modification 
or eetype of the Agneya Cham , and the Mantra laid down for the latter 
being t agndyetoa\ etc. when one comes to offer the Sauvya Charu f he 
employs the same Mantra , but as the deity is not Agni, but Surya , in this 
case he changes *Agnayetm into surySyatvAs, and this change would 
not be necessary according to the Pftrvapak§a as the word Agrii would 
be significant of Surya as of Agni). 

In reply to the above Purvapakga we have the following Siddhanta 
embodied in the sfitra as follows :— 

Mantras become auxiliaries to sacrifices, only on account of their 
capability of expressing certain meanings ; and when they have this 
purpose served by their direct primary meanings, the acceptance of 
their secondary meaning would involve the necessity of assuming another 
text. 


That is to say, in accordance with the law laid down under the 
SAtra II-1-31, the Mantras even in their direct significations, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And lienee if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally 
abandons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedie texts. And even while the Mantra indicates the secondary meaning 
if it denote beforehand its primary meaning algo,—then inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, all the require¬ 
ments of the, Mantra , of the sacrifice in question, as also of the In junc¬ 
tions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by that 
text, and hence there would be no ground for assuming any other text ; 
and the Mantra could not be applied in its secondary sense. 
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Samskarakatw&fc, on account of its sanctificatory character. 
Achodite, to that which is not enjoyed. * Na sy.lt, cannot apply. 

2. The Mantra being a sanctifieatory factor cannot 
apply to that which is not enjoyed.—2. 

COMMENTARY. 


This sutra meets what the Purvapak^a has said with regard to the 
word ‘Pusan’. That the Mantras of the Darsa Pitrnamdsa do not apply 
to Pusan etc, which are not enjoined as its deities, is 011 ) 3 " reasonable ; 
because all Sanctifications appertain to that which lias to he Sanctified ; and 
hvuice the indicative power of the Mantra, which is more authoritative 
than the context, would make it applicable to Pflsana etc, and not to 
the Deities of the Da mi Piirnarndsa . 


Adhikarana 11.—The ‘ Aindri ’ mantras apply to the 
gdi'hpatya. (gdrhpatyanyaya) 

I 3 I 

wtttj Vaehan&t, because of the subsequent injunction. wnrra Ayathftrtham, 
not in its direct sense. ^ Aindri, the aindri mantra, SyAt, should be 
taken. 

3. “ The Aindri mantra should not be employed in 

its direct literal sense because of the direct injunction.”—3. 

COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentence cited in connection with this Adhikarana is— ‘nive- 
chauat sangamaho vasdndmiti aimlryd garhpatyamiipatisthaU,' and though 
this Mantra is as applicable to the sacrificial fire (GArlnipataj as to India 
yet, the special mention of ‘aindrya' shows that it is to be taken in its 
direct sense applying to Iiulra. Some people, however, take the present 

Adhikararia as based upon the sentence ‘ Kadaclianastarira/si . Indra 

etc. 

In both those sentences, however, the question is the same, viz _ 

Is the mantra to be taken in its direct literal moaning, and as such 
recited is descriptive of Indra or is it be to taken in its indirect 
meaning, and thereby applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of 
the subsequent direction ? 
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On tlie above question we have the following Purvapaksa : 

In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, the Mantra must be taken as applying to the Description of 
Indra. Then, as for the accusative ending in 'garhapatyan' it could be 
taken as indicating other agencies, such as the vocative or the Ablative 
etc, just as in the case of the sentence ‘Sahtun Juhoti,’ the accusative 
in saklAn is taken as indicating the Instrumentalsimilarly in the case 
in question, inasmuch as the objectivity (expressed by the Accusative) 
is found to be incompatible, we cannot attach any direct significance 
to it, and must take as indicating mere agency in general. Consequently, 
in accordance with the sfltra VI-i-1, the sacrificial fire (Gftrhapatya) 

becomes subsidiary to the Description (of Indr a . ' 

In answer to the above we have the following Slddhanta embodied 


in the sfttra :— t 7 

On account of the clear injunction aindrija garhapatyam prauUme 

the mere indicative power of the mantra can have no force against it 
SO that when we have to consider which of the two the mantra or the 
injunction has to relinquish its direct meaning we cannot but decide 
that it is the mantra that should do so. Thus the mantra in question 
has to be employed in connection with the ‘gfirhapatya. 

M Otip&t, due to certain circumstances and qualities m VA, but. Api, 
n leo WHtPt AbliidhAnam, indication. Wj Syfit, should be. 4mm Sambandl.asya, 
the relationship. AhAastralietuwat, not being dependent upon scrip¬ 

tural injunctions. 

4 The required indication would be based upon cer¬ 
tain common characteristics specially as the relationship of 

their words and their meanings is not determined by scrip¬ 
tural injunctions.—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

On behalf of the Pdrvapaksa it may be urged that in the absence 
of any scriptural texts there can be no justification for making the word 
Indra of the mantra apply to fire. But the answer to this would he. that 
„ inatter of fact in the case of no word is its denotation determined by 
'scriptural texts and as for the word Indra applying to fire this is quite 
possible' because of the following characters which are common to both. 

(1) Both are connected with the sacrifice 

(2) The word Indra as derived from the root ‘ Indi ’ which signifies 
supreme lordship is as applicable to the fire as to the god India. 
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Adhikarana Til .— The Mantras speaking of calling 
are to he employed in calling. 

OTTgI * I 

?nn Tatba, similarly, wp*' Ahv&nara, calling, ** Api, also. Cbet, if 
this bo urged. 

5. It may be said that the law of the preceding 
Adhikarana applies to the case of the Mantras that mention 
calling.—5. 

COMMENTARY. 

We have dealt with the general rule that mantras are to be taken 
in their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rule. We now 
proceed to consider which cases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. 

There is a mantra — Hanijhrtelii etc.,' which speaks of the calling 
of the sacrifleer’s who prepares the offering material, and with regard 
to this mantra, we have the following question: Is it to be applied 
to that callin'i, the mention of ‘ threshing ’ in the direction accompanying 
the mantra ‘iti triraoaghnanahoaynti) being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘calling’? Or, in the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be applied to the ‘ threshing’ which is the first to be mentioned in 
the direction, aud not to the calling to which it literally pertains ? 

The Purvapaksa view embodied in the sutra is as follows : 

A ,: the text directly mentions the ‘ threshing ’ and the word haviij- 
krita in the mantra is capable of being taken as applying, even though 
indirectly to the threshing which also is something that helps in the 
making of the ‘ havisa ’,—the present case is exactly analogous to the 
one dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana so that the mantra in question 
should be taken as applying to the threshing aud not to the adling. 

^ i i \ 

s Xa, not so. <wwfaR>: Kalvidhih, indication of time. ^iRawia Choditatwat, 
because it is already known. 

6. “ It cannot be so ; the subsequent direction only 

points out the time which is already lecognised by ex¬ 
perience.—6. 








The subsequent direction on which the Purvapaksa lays great 
stress cannot bo taken a laving down the use of the mantra at the 
‘ threshing 7 as the actual threshing being already enjoined elsewhere all 
that the present direction does is to lay down the threefoldness of the 
repetition and it also serves the purpose of pointing out the time at which 
the mantra is to be recited, though this time does not stand in the need 
of being enjoined as it is well-known from ordinary experience that one 
who is to prepare the offering material is to be called at the time that the 
material is going to be prepared. It is in view of this fact that the 
Vftrtika declares that by the word 4 vidhi 7 in Kalvidhi means only point¬ 
ing out and not injunction. 

The Subodhini in construing the sutra adds a second 4 Na ’ and 
takes it to mean (l) “that the direction cannot be taken as enjoining 
the mantra in connection with the threshing ; (2) that it cannot, be taken 
as enjoining the time.” But in the way that the V&rtika has taken the 
sutra there appears to be no justification for interfering in the wording 
of the sfitra. 

i vs i 

gqmnira Gug&bh&WM, on account of the absence of the character. 

COMMENTARY. 

it has been urged by the Pfirvapaksa that the word 4 havi$krita ’ 
can be applied to the threshing but this is not possible as the character 
of making the offering material and by its very nature it is incapable of 
being called or addressed which calling is directly mentioned in the 
mantra. 

The vTirtika adds 4 hough you could in some way or other, assume 
the threshing to be the 4 maker of the offering material’ yet the subsequent 
word ‘aJiyayatV (calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate threshing. And further we find the vocative case ending (in 
Haviskrit) and then an order or request, (to come) contained in the word 
4 chi \ which is in the second person singular, all this would be absolutely 
meaningless if the Mantra were applied to the Threshing. On the other 
hand, when the mantra is applied to the Sacrifices wife , who is an 
animate and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes 
applicable and useful; consequently the words of the Mantra cannot be 
accepted as applying it to the Threshing. 
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Rrjp 5 j Linguoheha, also on accoun t of other indications. 

COMMENTARY. 

Close upon the sentence under consideration, we find the 86nten< > 

‘ iHu/rai havujkft ’ where we find the ‘ maker of the offering material 
eulogised distinctly as a feminine character; and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wife ; as otherwise (if it were taken as applying to 
the Threshing), inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its gender 
restricted to the feminine being, as a matter of fact, of an imperceptible 
gender, the eulogy in question could be applied to it, only indirectly, by 
applying the word ‘ hriyd ’ (which is in the feminine gender). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra it subsidiary 
to the calling. The Subodhini reads the sutra as itascha tath&ling&t ). 

i s. i 

Vidhikopah, incompatibility of direct injunction, * Cha, also. 
Upadeee, if the direction in question be taken as enjoining the use of a mantra. 

Sy&t, would be. 

9. “ There would be an incompatibility of injunctions 
if the direction in question were taken as laying down the 
use of the mantra in connection with ‘ Threshing.’—-9. 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact vve find that an entirely different mantra 
* avarak§odibah ’ etc., is distinctly laid down as to be used in connection 
with the ‘ Threshing * so that if the direction in question betaken as 
laying down another mantra there would be a conflict of injunctions. 

Adhikafana IV.—The mantras speaking of walking round 
the fire are to he employed in connection with the 
same direction . 

i i 

nur Tatha, similarly, Uttliuna visarjane, with rising and giving 

vent. 

10. “ Similarly with rising and giving vent.”—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Jyoti^toma, we lind the sentences, utthtan 
anvaha agnidagnin vihara, and vratam hfnuta ili vdcham visrjati, and in 
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regard to these, there arises a question as to whether the two mantras 
agnidagnin etc., and ‘ vratan Krnuta,’ are enjoined as• applying to the 
‘ rising ’ and the ‘ giving vent to speech or these two latter are mentioned 
simply with the purpose of pointing out the time of the recitation of the 
two mantras. 

The Pflrvapaksa view is that the mantras to be employed in the 
act ol ‘ rising and in the act. of ‘ giving vent to speech ; respectively. 
But the Siddhdnta as embodied in tire sfltra is that the ‘ rising ’ and 
’ vent to speech ’ only indicate the time just as in the preceding 

Adhikarana. 


Adhikavana V.—The Suktavali is employed in the 
offering of the grass bundle. 

^ sprerftfa: i \ \ \ 

Sfikfav&ke, in tlie Suktavak. CLta, also. K&lavidhih, injunction 

of time. tncr§?^rm (Pardrthatw&t) because it eei'ves another purpose, 

4. “ The Sfiktavaka must be taken as laying clown 

the time as they serve different purposes —4. 


COMMENT ARY. 

In connection with the Darba-PdrnainAsa we find the sentence 
sukt&vakena prastaram praslarati; and there arises the question as to 
whether this sentence lays down the Sdhtavdka as subsidiary to the 
Offering of the grass bundle, or it only indicates the Time. Amlin this 
question we have the following. 

PURVAPAKSA. 

1 he Sfiktavaka (i.e., the mantra Tdam dydn&prtthioi etc.) serve tire 
purpose of pointing out the Deity, and the Prastara (the Bundle of grass) 
serves as the place for the keeping of the Sms, and hence both of these, 
having their purposes served independently of each other, do not stand 
in the need of being related to each other by the relationship of the 
Primary and the Subsidiary; and hence the sentence must be taken as 
pointing out the Time. The instrumental ending in ‘ s&ht&edkena ’ may 
be explained as indicating the qualification (Paniui ll-iii-21). 

sjTSmSTSST ft I U I 

wtin ITpdesab, injunction, w V&, but. wwmw: Y&jyA rfabdafi, the name 
‘yajya, ’ hr Hi, because, iranem; Mkasm&t, could not be meaningless. 

12. But the sentence must be taken as an injunction 
(of the mantra as applying to the offering of the grass 
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bundle), as the name ’ yajya ’ (as applied to the Suktavaka) 
could not be meaningless.—12. 


COMMENTARY 

In the sentence ‘ SiVitdodkena prastaram prastaratV we find that 
the Sdktavdka ia distinctly mentioned as connected with the action (of 
Praharam, offering); and the Instrumentality thus distinctly mentioned 
cannot be set aside: specially because of the great authority attaching 
to the signification of the case-ending (in sAhtdoahena thus then the 
word * sdktdvdhd ' would in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
Action, otherwise vvhat would lie connected with the action would be the 
time indirectly indicated by the Siihtdodka. And it is only the Suktdcdka 
that is taken as Subsidiary to the Action ; and being thereby similar in 
character to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 
having the name ( ydjya applied to it; as is done in the declaration 
siiktdvakend ydjy&sabdah' 

\ \\ \ 

H Sa, the Sftktftv&lca. Devat&rthah, serving the purpose of indicating 

the Deity. anTtmat TatsamyogAt, only on account of its connection with it. 

13. “ The .Suktavaka serves the purpose of indicating 

the deity only on account if its connection (with the offering 
to the deities therein indicated) 13. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged in the Pttrvapaksa that as the sukt&vaka serves 
the purpose of indicating the deity it cannot be connected with the offer¬ 
ing. But in answer to this it is pointed out as follows 

Though it is quite true that the words of the SiLktaodka itself point 
to the fact of its serving the purpose indicating the Deity, yet this indica¬ 
tive capability does not disappear from it, when it is employed in connec¬ 
tion with the offering of the grass bundle, because in this latter it is not 
employed in any other way (then the one justified by the indication of 
the words). The fact is that the capablity of the Suhtdvdka to indicate 
the deity stands in need of a reconciliation with the Direct Declaration 
'sdktaudkena pr isturam prastarati.' and this latter Declaration also, finding 
the siiktaodka itself making no mention of the said offering and finding 
itself incapable in the absence of such indicativeness (of the offering), 
of applying it to the said offering, and yet not taking upon itself the 
responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, keeps looking out 
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for some such way in which, the 3 ilktdvdka could be employed in the 
work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond what is signified 
by the words of the wicuilva itself* Under the circumstance what can be 
more natural than that the sftktavaka mantra should be connected with 
that same action of offering along with which it is mentioned and as the 
offering is to those same deities that are indicated in the Suktavaka the 
incongruity urged by the Purvapak$a entirely ceases. 


OTFt, I \ « I 

flfiftfn: Pratipattib, a purificatory offering of disposal, ufo It.ichet, if it lie 
ut red. fwg*n Sriatakrit, like the svistakrit offering. wb«: Ubhvayaaans 
kflralj two fold character. 

14. “ If it be urged that the throwing of the grass 

bundle into the fire is only an offering of disposal, our 
answer is that like the swistakrita offering the action 
would have a two-fold character—14. 


COMMENTARY; 


An objection ia raised. The bundle of grass is one on which the 
ladle has been kept during the sacrifice so that when it is laid down 
that it should he thrown into the fire it ia only by way of disposing of 
the thing for which there is no further use. Thus being of the nature 
of disposal offering the action cannot staud in need of a mantra; hence 
the SdktiivAka can have no connection with the action. 

The answer to the above is that though it is true that the grass is 
thrown into the fire by way of disposal, yet it is also true that it can bo 
also taken as an independent offering. Justus the svistakrit offering is 
both an independent sacrifice and a disposal offering. Even if it were 
merely a disposal offering it could not necessarily follow that it cannot 
have a mantra subsidiary to it. Because such an offering is distinctly 
seen to serve a useful purpose; and for the sake of the bringing about 
of the transcendental result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, it 
would certainly stand in need of certain Vedie accessories (in the shape of 
tlie mantra ete.i 

And thus there can be nothing incongruous in applying the 
Siiktavaki to the Offering of the grass handle. 


The VAvtika has broken up the sQtra into two sutras one embody¬ 
ing the objection and the other the answer. 
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Adhikarana VI.—The SiVddvdkas are to be employed 
in accordance until their meaning. 

zw&t * U i 

Kritsnopadesat, on account of being enjoined as a complete 
whole. ubhayatra, at both, eW-n Sarvavachanam, the recitation of the whole. 

15 “ Because it is enjoined as one compl ete whole 

the whole of it should be recited on both occasions.—15. 

COMMENTARY. 

Reverting to the original subjects of the Darsa PArnamasn , we pro¬ 
ceed to consider the question as to whether the whole of the Suhtavdha 
is to be recited at the Darsa as well as the PnrnamAm sacrifices, or 
portions of it are to be extracted in the case of each of these in consideration 
of the Deities (connected with the sacrifices and spoken of by the Mantras.) 

And on this question we have the following : 

hh'vapaltsa .—“ The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two 
sacrifices. Because if the Mantras, as it appears in the text, that is called 
the SiVttdiMa ; and if extracts were made from it, it wordd cease to be 
SilhtavAha ; and hence in this latter case, the offering of the gnm-lumlle 
would be made with a mantra (hat is not SAktAvdika and that would he 
an infringement oi. the Injunction SAhtAvcihetia 1 rostaram l rastavatl. 

i ^ i 

Yathirtham, in accordance with the meaning, w V& but. 

Sesabhu tasamsk &rfi,t, becauao purificatory of auxiliaries. 

16. But the mantras are to be used in accordance with 
their meaning because they are meant to be purificatory 

of auxiliaries.—16. 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact the use of mantras depends upon what their 
words signify so that from among the Suktavaka Mantra, 1 those whose 
words are indicative of the deities of the Dartla sacrifice should be used 
at that sacrifice while those others should he used at the Pflrnamftsa 
whose words, indicate the deities of that sacrifice and reason for this 
lies in the fact that the only useful purpose served by the Mantra consists 
in sanctifying certain sacrificial auxiliaries so that at any particular 
sacrifice only that much of the Mantra has to bo used whose words have 
a sanctificatory bearing,, on the auxiliaries of that sacrifice (vide III-ii-2). 
The propriety of the use of only extracts from mantras is further explained 
under (ll-i*13 to 29 and 12-3-29). 
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Objection : —But on account of the direct, injunc¬ 
tion (the whole and not mere extracts should he used.—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

An objection is raised. The text distinctly says that, the offering 
is to be made witli the Silkt&v&ka and as the name SuhiAvaka applies 
to the whole body of Mantras and not to mere extracts from them any 
use of such extracts would be contrary to the injunction. 

WTTr^ 1^1 

Prakarfl&vbhi&g&t, as there would be not disjoining from the 
context* ^ Uve, both, am Prati, to. wvrwzc Kyiteaniabdab, the word ‘whole.’ 

18. The word “ whole” could apply to the two parts as 
both would appear in the same context.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 

One part of the Suktavaka is used at the Darrfa Sacrifice and another 
part at the PfirnamAsa sacrifice and as the Daria and Pftrnamftsa together 
form one context we can certainly say that the whole of the Suktavaka 
has been used ; even though the two parts ol' it have been used at two 
different times, yet it cannot he denied that the whole of it has been used 
at the single composite sacrifice named the Danfa Purnfimasn, 

The Bhasya has taken exception to the above exposition of the 
Siddh tnta. Its objections are thus explained in the VArtika. The 
Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference to a certain result, and 
not with reference to the method ; consequently it is only with regard 
to the Result,—and not with regard to the method, —that they could be 
meant to be taken in combination {with one another). Because it is the 
method that is laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifices; as 
otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it could not perform an auxiliary 
to these sacrifices, and then if tire method be taken as enjoined, then 
inasmuch as it would be wholly impossible for this method and the 
Primary Sacrifices to be enjoined with reference to each other,—as that 
would leave them wholly unconnected, the method could not but 
be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary sacrifice. And 
inasmuch as these Primary Sacrifices or Uddeahyos, i.e., those with reference 
to whom something is enjoined) no significance can be attached to their 
combination, which is denoted by the Dcandca oompouud (Danfa-Pfirna- 
masAbhyam). Consequently, the sentence laying down the method being 












taken as complete with each one of those sacrifices, each of the Primary 
sacrifices must be accepted to be connected with the whole of the method 
and the performance also corning to be done accordingly, inasmuch as 
each of the six Primary Sacrifices constituting the Dar'sa and the Pdr- 
nam&sa, performed at different points of time, would bo complete in 
itself, the Iteeitation of the Rdktdvaka would be done but once, and 
would apply to all the rest. Thus, then, though the Sdktdvdka may not 
be repeated with each of tho six Primary Sacrifices—tho Atjneya and 
the rest like the Prayaja, yet the whole of it will have to lie repeated once 
on the occasion of the Daria, as well as once of that of the Pdrnamdso 
As otherwise, the Prayaja etc. also would have to be performed in parts; 
for which there would be no authority at all. Consequent, on account 
of the superior authority of direct Declaration (Sdhtilvdkma, eta.) Wo 
should set aside tho Indications of the Mantra words; and take the 
Sdktdvdka (as applied to the grass-bundle offering) either in an indirect 
secondary sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as 
indicating, for the offering, other Deities (than those related to the Daria- 
Pfirnam&sa.) 

In view of the above considerations the Bftlisya puts forward the 
Siddh&nta as follows:— 

When extracts are made of the Sdktdvdka in accordance with the 
significations of its various parts, each of these extracts becomes a 
Sdktdvdka because there are many Sdktdvdkas, specially as we find that 
the various mantras Agniridam eta., (constituting the Sdktdvdka, which are 
capable of indicating several Deities connected with different sacrifices, 
serving distinct purposes independently of one another, do not form a 
single sentence by being syntactically connected. Ilence it must be 
admitted that there are many Sdktdvdkas (contained in the Sdktdvdka) each 
of which is supplied with elliptical portions from that which precedes as 
also from that which follows it. For instance—(l) there is one Sdktdvdka 
beginning with the mantra ldarndydodprthivi eta., and ending with 
agniridam eta, '2) while there is another beginning with ‘ Tdamdydvd- 
priliioi, eta., and ending with Somidam, etc. 

Thus then, we find that among these Sdktdvdkas, which differ with 
each different deity, and which are amenable to the saino procedure of 
recitation,—there are some that are recited as common to many. And 
hence whichever of these may he recited at the offering of the grass-bundle, 
the offering will have been done with the Sdktdvdka (as declared in 
the injunction, Sukldvdhena Prastdram Prastarati.) 

5 
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The Vfirtika however is not satisfied with this exposition of the 
Siddhfuita. It saysIt mast be admitted that though every one of the 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaningyet, inasmuch 
as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single 
sentence. 

If each of them were a distinct sentence % itself then we would 
have the following anomalies: (1) each of them would have to lie recited 
separately, because at the time of the performance the Deity is the princi¬ 
pal factor; just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dakpna etc., 
and (2) inasmuch the singular number (in fhlktdvak&ha) would be sig- 
lificant with reference to the offering of the grass-bundle, its requirements 
would be fulfilled by the recitation of any one of the sentences. 

Thus, then, we conclude that in the Darrfa, as well as in the 
Pdrnamasa, sacrifices, the silktdvdka to be recited is only that, much 
which contains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrince,— 
such recitation being quite in keeping with law and reason. 


Adhikarana VII.—The 11 A aTftyayajyaniiVohyti vianti as 
belong to the Kdmya sacrifices only. 

fagiiisuwimra LingakramasauutkhyAnat., on account of the cumulative foice 
of Indicative power, order of sequence and Name, wwgui Kimyayuktam, in 
connection with, the KAmya sacrifices only. Saraanm&nar* the recit¬ 

ing. 

19. “ On account of the cumulative force of Indicative 

power, Order of sequence and Name, the reciting should be 
done in connection with, the Kamya sacrifices only. 1J. 


COMMENTARY. 

We find the Kdmya sacrifices {i.e., those performed with a view 
to certain desirable results)— Aindragna and the rest—laid down in a 
definite order of sequence; and we also find laid down, in the same order 
certain ‘ yujydpuronuvdkyd couplets, associated with the name Kamya 
and pertaining to the same deities (Indra, Agni etc.,'- as those of the 
Kamya sacrifices. 

And in regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, irrespective of 





the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities, or they are to be employed only in the 
aforesaid Kdmya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

Pilroap^a , - - On the above question the Purvapaksa is that—“The 
couplets, through their Indicative power, are to he employed in all the 
sacrifices that have those Deities.” 

The Siddh&nta as embodied in the sfitra is that the use of the 
mantra is regulated not by its Indicative power alone but by Indicative 
power, Order of sequence and name and there is no doubt that on the 
strength of all these three the mantras in question are to be employed only 
in the Kdmya sacrifices and that too in the same order in which, these 
latter are mentioned. 


Adhikarana VI11 .— The upasthana of the Agnidhra priest 
should he done with those mantras that are found in the 

same context. 

^Rr^ir ^ rwreq ftreefisj i ^ i 

spRwr* Adhik&re, in connection with a certain sacrifice. ^ Glia also. 
Wsftr ; Mantravidhifc, injunction of mantra to be employed. wsftwi TadtV 
ksesu, to those not appearing in the same context Sistaw&i, because 

both are enjoined, 

20. “ In regard to any sacrifice when a certain mantra 

is enjoined it applies also to the mantra appearing in the same 
context as this also is as much enjoined as the mantra 
appearing in the same context.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

In connection witli the Jyotistomil we find the direction that the 
Agnidhra should be worshipped with the Agneya mantra. The ques¬ 
tion arising as to whether it is the particular Agneya urantva found in 
Jyotistom& section that is to be used or that as well as any other 
Agneya mantra,—the Purvapaksa view is that the direction used the 
general term Agneya and as every mantra is equally capable of being 
used at sacrifices the name should be taken as applying equally to 
all Agneya mantras, irrespective of the context in which they may be 
found. 
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fl^reqt m Tadakhyova, those that are mentioned as belonging to the sacrifice 
named. wROTfavfu».<i PrakaraijopapattibhyAm, on account of context and reasons. 

21. “ Only those mantras should be used that are 
spoken of as belonging to the sacrifice under treatment, 
on account of context and reasons. ’—21. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddhfinta embodied in this sutra is that only Agneya mantras 
are to be used that are mentioned along with t he JyotiBtoma. Firstly, 
because on the ground of context the connection between the two is only 
natural - secondly, because there are other reasons also in support of 
this view. One of which is that when the upasthana is mentioned in the 
section of Jyoti§toma it is clearly meant that it helps in the Apurva 
following from the Jyotistoma, which shows that the mantras chosen 
also should be those that are closely related to that same «Tyoti§$oma. 

Another reason put forward by the Bluisya is that the Pfirvapaksa 
view involves a syntactical split. This is thus explained in the V&rtika : — 
In the sentence in question, the upasthana is not laid down as due. to tlie 
form of the Agnidhra himself; nor is it an independent action, leading 
to a certain desirable result, because no such result is mentioned in 
connection with it; hence it must be admitted that the upasthana is per¬ 
formed with a view to help in the accomplishment of the Apurva resulting 
from the Jyotistoma sacrifice. And consequently the sentence in ques¬ 
tion comes to be taken as laying down a particular action in connection 
with the Jyotistoma. The injunction of this particular action could be 
possible only when there was a general action already enjoined ; and then 
if the same sentence [dguayya etc.) were to lay down the connection of 
the Ayneyi verses with the general as well as with the particular action, 
then there would be a syntactical split. 

\ HR l 

: Anarthab, useless. * Cha, also, : Upadesafe, injunction. 

Sy&t, would be. Asambandhat, on account of. non-connection. 

Phalavata, with a .fruitful action. Na, not, f* Hi, because Upasth&nam, 

the action of upaath&na. ww Phalavat, fruitful. 

22. “The injunction would be wholly useless on account 
of non-connection with a fruitful action, specially as the 
upasthana is not fruitful.”—22. 
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COMMENTARY. 

Another reason in support of the siddhftnta is that the injunction 
of the Agneya mantra as a means to the upasl liana would be wholly useless 
as it would have no connection with any desirable result, because as for 
the upastlmna itself it is not described as leading to any result and as for 
the result of the dyotistoma there can be no connection with this as 
according to the Purvapaksa view of the present case the employment 
of details is not to be governed by context. 




tfVr Sarve&am, of all. n Cha also. Upadistatw&fc, enjoining. 

20. “ And also because all mantrs are a 

enjoined.-—20* 

COMMENTARY. 

It might be urged on behalf of the Pchwapaksa that 
Agneya mantra of the Jyotistoma context were to be used, 
would be no use for the other Agneya mantras. But the answer to this 
is that the other Agneya mantras are as a matter of fact already enjoined 
in relation to other fruitful actions. 


if only the 
then there 


Adhikarana IX.—The Bhaksdnuvak mantras are to be used 
in connection with the holding etc ., in accordance with what 
is indicated by their words . 

*r^rmrrr \ w \ 

Litigasamakliyan^bhyam, on accjunt of indication and name. 
Bhaks&rthatA, employed in the eating, Anuv&kasya, of the 

anuvaka. 

24. On account of its indicative power and name the 
Anuvaka must be employed in the eating.—24. 

COMMENTARY. 


We find the Bhak$a mantra laid down as follows : ‘ Bhakqe hi md 

ui$a .; ehi vaso purovaso - bahuhhydm saghydsam, nrcliaksantvd deva 

. avakhyfyam, hinva me . md me rndvititr°aJi mandrdbhibhutify kitufy 

. trpyatu . gclyatrachchhavdanah 1 ndrapitasya bhakshaydmi.' With 

regard to the whole of this Anuvaka there arises the question as to whether 
the whole of it used in connection with the eating or the several parts of it 
are to be used in connection with the subsidiary actions of holding, 
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seeing and proper digesting as may be found to be indicated by the 
words of the several sentences composing the Anuvftka. 

On the above question we have the following Piivvapaksa 
embodied in etltra 24 as follows:— 

Inasmuch as it is' the Eating alone that is enjoined,—as the word 
‘ Ihak^iydini’ in the Anuvdka itself distinctly indicates that Eating, —as 
the whole of the Anuvdka, being held between the two words bhak 
and ' bhaksaydrni ’ cannot possibly pertain to anything else, and, 
lastly, as, in accordance with the stitra IX-i-37, the lidding etc., also 
being mere concomitants of the principal action of Eating, the whole 
Avuvdka is capable of being taken as a single sentence syntactically 
connected,—the Anuvaka must be taken as to be used, in its complete 
form, in connection with the Eating specially as the entire anuvaka is 
called the Bhaksanuvaha. 

i rv. i 

in# Tasya, of it. Uupopade^abhyam, on account of the peculiar 

form and injunction, wi; Apftkarsa, disjunction Artliasya, of the actions. 

%f^?nranj choditfitvdt, on account of being laid down. 

25. “ The mantra is to be dissociated (from the eating) 

because of the peculiar form of the mantras and also be¬ 
cause of the direction, specially as the subsidiary actions 
(of holding etc.) is also enjoined.”—25. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddh&nta embodied in the stitra is as follows:— 

As a matter of fact it is found that certain words of the mantras 
are indicative of the subsidiary action of holding et Secondly, these 
subsidiary actions are also enjoined and as such stand in need of 
being connected with some mantra. From these two facts it is much 
more reasonable to associate the mantras with the actions indicated by 
their component words than to connect the whole with the single action 
of eating. 

Adhikarana X.—From the word ‘mandra up to 
* bhaksaydmi' it is one mantra. 

imrfmn T?I Gup&vidhan&t, on account of mentioning a subsidiary detail. 

Mandrfidik, the sentence beginning with mandra. Ekamantrab, 
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ommmirsx. ^ Sy&t, should be. rrfo: Tayol;, of the two. Ek&vthasamyog&t, 

on account of expressing a single fact. 

26. “The portion beginning with ‘mandra’ is to be 
taken as a single mantra, because it speaks of one subsidiary 
detail; specially as the two sentences therein contained 
jointly express a single fact—26. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the aforesaid ‘ BhalujCtnAcaka, we find the sentence martdrdbhi- 
bhiHih . bhaksaydmi and in connection with this, there arise the ques¬ 

tion as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to 'trpyatu' forms 
one mantra, and that beginning with ‘vasumat’ down to the end forms 
another, or the two together form a single mnntnt. 

On this we have the following PArmpak?a. 

Inasmuch as, like Holding etc., in the previous Adhikaraya, the 
single fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with ‘ trpyatu ’ 
this must be taken as a distinct mantra. 

8IDDHANTA. 


To this we make the following reply. That Action alone can form 
the object of Indication by mantras, which requires a distinct effort for 
its accomplishment,—and not these that merely follow on the wake of 
other actions. That is to say, in the case of the Holding etc. we find that 
unless one performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the 
Eating ; and hence it was only right for the performer, as well as for the 
scripture, to make a distinct effort (towards its performance and Indica¬ 
tion respectively. In the case in question, however, we find that for 
the satisfaction of Hunger) there is no other effort possible than what is 
involved in Eating ; and as such no useful purpose could he served by 
its indicator! (by the mantra). Consequently, we can explain the 
Imperative (in trpyatuf either as denoting a request ; or as having the 
force of the Present ; and thereby the two sentences would be connected 
syntactically,—indicating ‘jointly’ the single act of Eating as qualified 
by satisfaction ,—thus forming a single mantra. 


Adhikarana XI - The mantras beginning with the word 
l Indra pitasya are employed by modification to all Eating. 

Lirigavisesanirdes&t, as the mantra distinctly indicates a 
particular thing. ffumfwpta Samilnavidlianesu, out of a number of those that 
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are enjoined by the same injunction. Anaindr&g&rn, those not dedicated 

to Indra. Amanfcra tvvam, without any mantra. 


24. “ Inasmuch as the mantra indicates the particular 

‘ Eating’ out of a number in those that are all enjoined by 
the same Injunction,—the ‘ Eating’ of the soma other than 
that dedicated to Indra is to be done without any 
mantra ”—24. 


COMMENTARY. 


[In connection with the Jyotvdorna, there are several cups of soma 
dedicated to a number of Deities, Indra and the rest. The remnants of 
these offerings are to be eaten , and the mantra laid down in connec¬ 
tion with this eating is the Bhakxtinuvdka under consideration. And 
there now arises the question as to whether the mantra is be repeated 
with tire eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which 
has been dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done 
without any mantras.] 

Inasmuch as the word Indrapitasya (in the mantra) is coextensive 
with the soma (that is offered to Indra), as tlieie are no words In the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra, and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications in mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatings is a distinct Primary by itself), it would 
appear that the rating of the soma dedicated to other Deities is to be done 
without mantras. 

As against the above we have the following .Pdrvapaksa. 


1% i ^ i 


YafcMdevafcamv&, or in accordance with the deity. Tat- 

prakrititvam, having that for its archetype. fif Hi, because. Darsayati, is 

shown. 

28. “ The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 

with the Deity (to whom the ottering lias been made); 
because the offerings to the other Deity are shown to have 
their archetype in the offering made to Indra ”—28. 


COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the eating of the soma dedicated to other 
Deities titan Indra, the mantra is to be repeated with the necessary modi¬ 
fications ; because the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes 
of the offerings to Indra. Though all the offerings are similar actions, 
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■ yet inasmuch as they 1 are distinct aqfiohs, tee would be mere offshoots 
of the other. And here we find that the offering of the TJhrumsoma to 
Indra forms the archetype of the other offerings, as is clearly shown by 
the mantra for the holding of the soma. 

^ It is interesting to note that the statement of Siddhanta of this 
Adhikarana is postponed to the end of the Pada where sfftra 43 lays down 

the linal Siddhanta derived from the discussions embodied in sutres 
27 to 42. 


Adhikarana XII. Indra also should: ho mentioned in 
connection with the Punarvinita soma. 

eifergqsrerar i s* i 

P unarambhin i tesu, in connection with Punarambliinita offerings* 
^ Sarves&m, of all Upalaknagam, mention. Dviiesatwat, 

because it contains the remnants of both. 

29. “ In. connection with the Punarabhyntta, there 

should he a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both.—29 

COMMENTARY. 

While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests in the Ptirvapakw, and 
the Siddhanta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pnda, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what circumstances the 
modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 

When the soma contained in certain vessels has been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left in them, more 
soma is poured into the same vessels (for other offerings); and the soma 
thus poured is called the Punrabhijunnita soma. Flow this character 
belongs to that soma and how it forms the object of the discussions 
relating to modifications, is thus shown :—There are ten vessels ; four of 
these belong to the Brahmd, etc., who make the middle offerings and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vasatkdra and the 
Amvasatkara of the Hotrpriest ; while the Iluntraka vessels (that is the 
vessels belonging to the Hotr) are used only once in the offering of the 
Fa.? athlra, in all these the Deity is Indra; and while these”vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more soma is 
poured into them and offered to other Deitiesall this is shown by 
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the Directions, in connection with the offerings to many Deities that 
are made by the priests in connection with the Second Homa ,—implied 
in the Y&jyd mantra connected with those offerings;— such, for instance 
as maitraVaruno mitravarunau mitram vayam havmaiie etc, etc ;—and 
when, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are brought 
out for the purpose of the post-sacrificial eating, then they are found 
to contain two remnants,—the former, the remnants of the first offering 
to Jndra, and the latter, that of the offering to Mitravaruna. And then, 
when the time comes for the mention of the Deities (in course of the 
mantras to be recited in connection with the eating of these remnants) 
there arises a doubt as to whether there should be a mention of Indra, 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed 
ever, as also of Maitrararuna , the mantra being read Indr a mitra- 
pftruna pitasya, etc.,— dr that the latter ones only ai*e to be mentioned 
(the mantra . in this case, being read as ‘ Mitravaruna pitasya, etc.). 

This question turns upon another question, as to whether the 
advent, of the other Deity wholly sets aside the connection with the 
previous Deity, or not. If it does set it aside, then Maitrararuna, etc; 
alone should be mentioned ; while if it does not set it aside, then there 
should be a mention of India also. 

On this question we begin with the statement of the SiddhSnta 
(in the present stUra 29), the sense of which is that all the Deities should 
be mentioned, because of the vessel containing the remnants of both 
(offering). 

And on this Siddhdnta , we have the following Purvapaksa. 

wtpwrfir A pnay&dvA, on account of being set aside. Purvrsya, of the 
previous deity, w ymw Amipalaksapaiii, non-mention. 

30. “ Inasmuch as it has been set aside, there should 

be no mention of the previous Deity.”—30. 

commentary. 

“ Inasmuch as there are various pourings and outpourings of the 
soma, at the time that the latter offerings are made, and there is an ad¬ 
vent of another Deity, the previous Deity is set aside from the substance 
(ioma); aud inasmuch as there was, in the original offerings, no men¬ 
tion of the Deity removed from it, there should not be any mention of 
such removed Deity in the subsequent offerings,” 







To this pfirvapak§a we make the following reply : 

wr^ \ w \ 
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Agraha^adva, on account of their boing no actual taking up. 
Anapayah, there can bo no setting aside, to? Sy&t, would be. 


31. “ Inasmuch as there is no actual taking up (of the 

remnant of the former offering, by the latter Deity) there 
could not be a setting aside (of the previous Deity.) ’—31. 


COMMENTARY. 


That is to say, the connection of the Deity is established by means 
of scriptures alone and at the time that the substance is held in the hand 
for being offered,'it begins to belong to tlie Deity, only in accordance 
with the scriptural Injunction ; and that with which it begins is that 
with which it ends. In the case in question, we find that the directions 


with regard to the “ Pumrabhyannita ” distinctly show that the sub¬ 
stance to l>e offered to the other Deities is to be held in the vessels which 


contain some remnants of the soma previously offered to Indra ; and the 
presence of this remnant is meant only as a characteristic of the vessels 
(in which the subsequent offering is to be held). Thus then, inasmuch 
as, at the time of the holding of the latter offering, the remnant of the 
previous offering is not recognised as belonging to the latter Deities,—at 
the time of the actual offering also the offering being only of that sub¬ 
stance which has been held (or taken up) for offering, oven though the 
Remnant of the previous offering lies in close proximity to that substance ; 
yet, inasmuch as it is not included in the words conveying the offering, 
it does not belong to the latter Deity. Nor, at the time, are them any 
other words conveying the gift of that remnant (to that Deity), for the 
simple reason that there is no Injunction to that effect. Nor, too, is 
that remnant even distinctly touched by words conveying other gift 
to that Deity because the gifts are conveyed by means of particular 
words, at the time that the various offerings are quite separate 
from one another. And, as a matter of fact, no further words are 
used at the actual offering; for the simple reason that no such 
words are necessary in connection with the gift that has already 
been conveyed by means of words. And then again, a single substance 
cannot be offered more than once. Hence it is that there is no use 
of words convoying the gift, at the time that the actual offering is 
made. 
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Anri lienee, at the time of the Eating, as there will be left in the 
a portion of this remnant also, whose connection with the previous 
has not been set aside,— !t would be absolutely necessary to make a 
on of that previous duty in the Mantra that is recited). 


Adhikarctna XIII.—In the eating of the Patnivata Indra 
and other Deities should not be mentioned . 

) 3 ;u 

Psltuivate, in tlio case of tlie Patnivata. 3 Tu, really# Purvavat, 

as before. 

32. “ I 11 the case of the Patnivata it should certainly 

be as in the preceding case.”—32. 

COMMENTARY 

Wo proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at 
in the foregoing Adhlharana. 

As a matter of fact, we lind that the remnants p| the offerings to 
the pair of Deities are thrown into the AdityastWi, and from that they 
are again transferred to the Agrayanaslhali, and subsequent to tins, we 
have the declaration of the holding of the Patnivata in the sentence 
‘ IjpfinMi— Patrena. Pfllnimtam Igraydpt grhnati. 

And when the eating of remnant of this Patnivata offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the deities other than 
Patnivata should be mentioned in the mantra recited, or not. And on 
this we have the 

P&RVAPAKSA. 

That they should be mentioned—the mantra being read as Indra- 
vayupatnivatpitasya etc. 

srrfti i \\ i 

Graluujat, on account of being taken up. «w Va, but. wba Apanitam, 
removed. Syat, would bo, 

33. “ Inasmuch as the remnants is taken up (by the 

subsequent deity) the connection of the previous deity should 
be set aside.”—33. 


l 


OO.M M ENTARY. 


Tho presont case is by no moans similar to that dealt with in the 
previous Adhiharaw. Because at the time of the holding of the offering 
to Patnioat, the proximity of the other Deity is actually set aside ; and the 
offering’ to Patnioat is laid down as to be conveyed together with the 
remnants of the previous offerings. 
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"ana XIV.—At the Eating of the remnant of the 
Patnivat offering there should he no mention of Tvastri. 

I \2 | 

Tvastftram, the deity tvastri. 3 Tu, really. Upalaksayeta, 

should mention. qurra Pan at, on account of the drinking. 

34. “ Tvastri should be mentioned because of the 
drinking.”—34. 

COMMENTARY. 

[In connection with the Patnivata offering, we have the Mantra , 
‘ Agnai patnivan , Sajurdevenct r l cayira Somam Piva, and with regard 
to this, there arises the question as to whether Toa$i should be 
mentioned at the eating or not.] 

On this question we have the following F&rvapalo n. 

Inasmuch as in connection with the Patnivata offering, Tva.ftr 
is spoken of as 4 Drinking the Soma in the company of Patnivata , he 
also must be regarded as the Deity, of that offering, as indicated by the 
words of the Mantra. 

1 1 

*?p3fr2fm Afculyatv&t, on account of inequality. 3 Tu, really. \>.ivam, 
not so. ^ Syat, would be. 

35. Such should not be the case because of inequa¬ 

lity.—35. 

COMMENTARY. 

Tvastp should not be mentioned ; because between the Mantra and 
the Direct Injunction , there is a vast difference of authoritative strength 
(this is one * inequality’) ; and then again there is a difference in the 
characters of Tvatfri and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drink- 
inrj ; as what the Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tm$tv) 
(this is another 4 inequality’). 

Thus it must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of Tvaftri being the Deity (of the Patnivat offering) ; and as such there 
should be no mention of him fat the eating of the remnant of that 
offering). 











PdRVA-MlMAMSk-SdTRAS. lit A Dll Y AY A 


—At die eating of the remnant of the 
’ing there should be no mention of the- 
Thirty and three deities. 


Adhikar 


qrHferm i u i 

fa’qu Trirpiafc, the thirty. Cha, also. wfaro Par&rfchatw&t, as it serves another 


purpose. 


36. “ So also the thirty (and three), as the Mantra 

serves another purpose.”—36. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the 
conclusion of the foregoing Adhihararta to. another case. 

In connection with the same Patnivat , we find another Mantra 
u Aihhih agm saratham yahyarvdk ndadratliam vd vibhavo hyaivAh pdtni- 
vatastvimhatastrimscha devdnautfvadhamdvaha mddayasvx • and therea rises 
the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata 
offering, there should be a mention of the * Thirty and Three’ Deities 
spoken of in this mantra or not. 

And on this question we have the following Ptirvapaksa. 

“ Inasmuch as there are several points in which the present case 
differs from that dealt with the foregoing Adhikar aria, the conclusion 
thereof is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case. These 
points of difference are the following :— 

(1) The same mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also 
indicates the fact of Agni being the Distributer of tire Drink to the 
Thirty and Three Gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
Drink ; and hence the fact of these latter also being the principal Deities 
is shown by the mantra itself, which prevents Agni in quite a secondary 
position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

(2) In the case of the mantra treated of in the previous Adhikarana, 
we found that it denoted mere companionship , and hence Sva$tr not 
being found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected from the 
deifie position. The case is reversed in the mantra now under considera¬ 
tion, as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate ; and hence the 
former law cannot apply to the present, case. 

(3) All that the Injunction contained in the word with the nominal 
affix {Patnican) denotes is that the deiiic character in connection with the 
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Adhihirana XVI.-At the ‘ eating there should he no 
mention o f the Anuvascitkar deity. 

I I 


4**. V^k&raicha, the VmtMra also. «*> Kartpvat, like the 


agent,. 


37. “ The Vasatkara also, like the Agent, (should 

not be mentioned ). 3/. 

COMMENTARY. 

[There is an Anuva ? athara mentioned in the sentence ‘ Somasyagre 
mhityanuvawtkaroti ,?■ and in connection with this there arises the ques¬ 
tion as to whether this Anumqatkara should be mentioned or not, at the 

time of the Eating.] 

On this we have the following Pfirvapuksa. 

« i nasI mich as there is no doubt as to the deifk character of the 
Anuvavtkam being expressed b, tbe said Injunction, «. «« »■ * * 
words'.,! tbe manlra. there mot be a mention of tins. 

S1DDHANTA. 

To the above we make tbe following reply : .Inst as the Drinker 
appearing subseqnently could not make a mention of tbe prev.on. 
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Adhikarana XVII.—The remnants of offerings other than 
lue one to Indr a should he eaten without mantras. 

( 3.q I 

ChhandahpratiHedhalj, it is a mere preclusion of the metre. 5 
Tu, really. Sarvag&mitvltt, on account of pertaining to all. 

38. “ 4s the soma belongs equally to all the Deities 

(there can be no relationship of the Archetype and Ectype 
among the various offering); (and as for the declaration of 
the change into the Annstnp metre) is a mere preclusion 
of the use of the preceding metre.”-—38. 

COMMENTARY. 

W 0 now prpeecu to offer onr reply to the opponent’s arguments con¬ 
tained in stltra (28). 

There should not be any modifications in the mantras, in accordance 
v,uth the Deity, the remnant of whose offering is to be eaten ; the remnants 
of the offerings toother deities than Indra should be eaten without 
mantras. Because the whole action of the Jyotistorna forms a single 
context ; and as such an action could not be its own archetype (Prahrti ) 
and ectype ( vikriti ). 

That is to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action 
of offeiiug to the various Deities (which repetitions constitute the 
Jyotistorna sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each' would have 
been related as the archetype and ectypes of another. As a matter of 
fact, however, they are not so many distinct actions; for neither the 
soma nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these 
individual offerings; as the way in which one of these takes up the soma 
etc. is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. 

Thus then, the soma js equally connected, by injunction, with all 
the Deities ; and thus none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectype 
of the other. 
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"it has been argued above (under sutra 28) that, inasmuch as we have 
an injunction as to changing the metre of the original into the Anu$tup , 
the offering in connection with which this change is laid down is an 
ectype of the former. But the injunction of the change could very well 
be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to all Deities, as 
in that case it could be explained as a qualified injunction of a particular 
Metre in the place of the Jagati metre which would have been used, on 
account of the offering falling in the Third Savana . Or it may be that, 
inasmuch as the several Santas thus of the J yoti^tovna are mere ectypes, 
it is only natural that there should be modifications in connection with 
these ; but that does not serve the purpose of “ showing ” that the offerings 
to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to India (as held by 
Sutra 28). 


Adhiharana XVIII.—The “ Eating ” of the remnant 
of the Indra-Agni offering is to be done without 
mantras. 

*ngr i ^ i 

^t?T Aindragne, in the case of the offering to Indra-Agni. 3 Tu, really, 
foprsni Lihgabhav&t, on account of the presence of indicative force, Syat, 
would be. 

39. “ lii the case of the offering to Indra-Agni the 

mantras should be used as there is in the mantra a word 
with the necessary indicative force.”— 39. 

COMMENTARY. 

The question dealt with here is whether or not the mantra Indra- 

putasya etc., is to be used in the case of the remnant of offerings made to 
Indra in conjunction with some other Deity, Agni, for instance. 

The Pdrvnpakija embodied in sutra 39 is as follows :— 

In the case of the Indra-Agni offering, inasmuch as both Indra and 
Agni would drink the soma offered, we could very well assert that half of 
it had been drunk by Indra, and half by Agni. And as the character of 
‘ being drunk by Indra' does not exactly exist in the Remnant that is before 
us (at the time of Eating), we must take the word ‘ Indrapitasya ’ fin the 
Mantra) as applying to it, through that portion of it which has been 
poured in libation, and there is no such limit to this as that is only when 
so much has been drunk of that it can be called by the name. 


7 
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Thus then, inasmuch an the distinguishing property expressed in the 
word ‘ Indvapibasya found to exist in the Indra-Agni offering, the remnant 
ox this latter also is to be eaten with the majitra ( IndrapUasya , etc.)” 

rr^f%rq 3fT I I 

Ekasmin, to all. « \% really. DevatAntarftt, because of its be- 

jng a distinct deity. Fmvwn Bibhagavat, just as in the case of quartering. 

40. “ The Mantra should apply to that of which there 

is a single Deity (Indro) ; because ( Indra-Agni is) a distinct 
Deity (from Indvci ); just as in the case of the quartering 
(of the cake.)—40. 

The Indra-Agni offering would certainly have been included in 
the word ‘ Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
had consisted in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
of the soma. But as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in the case of an offering being made to them, is that they 
serve as the .Recipients of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time 
that the gift is convoyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of 
any one of them singly ; as like the nominal affix (in Agneyam) the com¬ 
pound also (in Indra-Agni) would not he possible in case the factors coxn- 
pounded depended Upon some thing else. Consequently, just as in the 
case of the quartering of the Agrieya Cake the quartering.does not pertain 
to the cake dedicated to Indra-Agni jointly, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as the word ‘ Indmpitasya ’ denotes the fact of Indra alone being 
the Deity, it could not apply to the offering that is made to both (India 
ami Agni) conjointly, and as such the Mantra in question cannot he 
applied to this latter offering. 

Adhikarcina XIX. — The Mantras beginning with the 
word ‘ (Jayal ra-chandasah ’ are to be axed in con¬ 
nection with the offering in which several 
metres are used. 

i i 

41. “ The Metre is like the Deity.”—41. 

commentary. 

The present Adkikarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adliikarara. 
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We find in the Bhah^mivtLk, certain mantras beginning with the 
ward * OdylrAachanclascth' and there arises the question as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that soma-offering alone wherein the Gayatri is 
the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres are used. 

On this we have the following POrvapaksa. As shown- in the 
foregoing Adhikara\ia. inasmuch as the compound Oifyatraeehandasah 
would be impossible if the Gayatri metre depended upon any other metre, 
the word * Qayatraeohandasah ’ could not apply to offering wherein, the 
Gayatri metre used would depend upon other metres ; and hence the 
mantras in question should be employed in connection with that soma¬ 
offering wherein the Gayatri is the only metre used. 

SarVesu, to all offerings, m Va, certainly, whiwj AbhavAt, on account of 
the absence. : Ekachhandasah, a single metre. 

42. They should apply to all offerings as there is no 
offering in connection with which a single metre is em¬ 
ployed.”—42. 

1 • COMMENTARY. 

We have shown in connection with the quartering also, that if there 
were, in the context, no such cake as belonged to agni alone, then we could, 
have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other deities 
also (as the objects of quartering) so also in the foregoing Adhika-ana, 
it was -simply because there was an offering made to Indra alone, that 
we denied the applicability of the epithet ‘ Indrapita to that which was made 
to Indra conjointly with Agni. But it is a well-known fact there is no 
offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used, and as in the sacri¬ 
fices mentioned in all the three vedas, other metres are sure to come in. 
Consequently, the name ‘ gayatracchandasah' must bo taken as applying to 
those in which there are many metres used ; just as the name ‘Rathanta- 
s hm' is applied to offerings wherein there are many other s 4, mas also. 

The last sAtr.a of the f.Ada does not embody a distinct Adhikarar,a. 
It summarises the final Siddhdnta conclusion derived from the discussions 
contained iti the above sutrus 27 to 


% i i 


Sarvesam, of all. m Va, certainly. Ekamantryam, connected with 

one mantra. Aitiiayanasya, according to AitifSAyana. 

BhaktipAnatvat, on account of the contingency that drinking will have to be taken 







in its secondary sense. wrfwRi^ Savan&dhikaro, pertaining to the Savana, Hi, 
because. 

43, “ One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 

of) all (the offering) as held by Aitisaycmci ; because the 
word £ Indvapita 5 indicates the Havana; as otherwise, the 
drinking, (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have to be 
taken in its secondary figurative sense. 5 —43. 

commentary. 

The word 4 Indvapitdsya' is to be taken, not as qualifying ‘ samasya' 
but as qualifying the Pv&tolisamna' (Morning libation), and as sucli apply¬ 
ing to every one of the offerings connected with that savana. Nor is the word 
‘ Pr&tahbavami co-extensive with Soviet ; as it is the name of a certain part 
of the sacrifice (Jyotvftoma). If then the word meant the 4 soma connected 
with the Fratahsavana,' then we should .have had the word ‘ Pratahsavani- 
yasya * (and not Pratahsavanasya.) Thus then the word ‘ Pratahsavanasya * 
being taken as co-extensive with ‘ Indrapitasya the genitive in these two 
words is due to their differentiation from all connection with Soma ; 
and that in somasyed being non-coextensive, is based upon the non-differen¬ 
tiation (from the soma). 

dims then, on account of the indication of another word (saxanasya) 
and on account of the fact of all the offerings having the same connections 
and occuring in the same context, the mantra should be used in connec¬ 
tion with everyone of them. 

W e conclude thus for the simple reason that, otherwise, the soma- 
remnavt (if connected with Indrapita) would have to be taken in its 
secondary figurative meaning. That is to say, the whole quantity of soma 
conveyed, by means of words, as gift to Indra, would be the direct or prin¬ 
cipal and Indrapitit ,; and the portion of it left behind in the vessels after 
the offering has been actually poured into the fire, would be spoken of as 
Indvapita only figuratively. And certainly this would he highly objec¬ 
tionable. 

Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma offering are connected with 
the / ndvdpitasavariety it is established that the eating of the venivcint of 
every ony of them should be done with the mantra 4 Indrapitasya etc,' 

Thus ends the second Pada of Adhyaya III. 




THIRD ADIIYAYA. 

Third Pada. 

Adhikarana l. ~The loudness etc. pertain to the entire veda. 

^Rrf | ? | 

Srutefe, on account of direct declaration, wirnrf’wire: Ajafadliikarali, 
pertaining to the community, Wfl Syat, should be. 

1. “ On account of the direct declaration the proper¬ 

ties should pertain to the community.'’—1. 

COMMENTARY. 

Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their indi¬ 
cative power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical con- 
Section. 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘vchchairichh kriyate 
'tbellik is recited loudly) elc, and also Tadyadi fkta ulvanamkriyati 
Gftrhapatyam paretya hliAh sodheti juhinydl . if wo should make a mistake 
in the Iik. he should offer a libation into the c/drhapatya fire with the 
viantra bhuh svaha) and so forth. 

The question now is this : In the former sentence which lays down 
the qualifications of loudness etc. with reference to the Rk. etc. as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three vydhrtis,— should wo, on the strength of the fact of its being 
directly mentioned as independent of anything else, take the word 
‘ hk.’ in the sense of verse as explained in Sutra II-I 35 ? Or should we 
take it as denoting the whole of the T?gveia consisting of the entire Bet of 
mantras and Brahmanas' ? 

On this question, then, we have the following Purvapak§a. 

In accordance with the arguments advanced under the PArvapdkfa 
of Sdtra l-iv-29 ; it must be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to the 
communities of the file, etc, (i.e., to the verso etc. and not to the Bgveda 
etcj, 


OflNDlA 
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SWT^Hm 5 R \ 

vrir w Vedova, it should pertain to the Veda. sT^sifarn Pr&yadarianfit, because 
of the fact of the words occurring in a context pervaded by the idea of the Veda. 

2. “ It should pertain to the whole Veda, because of 
the fact of the words occurring in a context pervaded by 
the idea of the Veda.”—2. 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact we find the sentences under consideration in a 
contest that begins with the speaking of the entire Veda so that there is 
no reason why the word should ho taken in its restricted sense ; and 
it is only natural the words Rk. etc. should be taken as indicating the 
entire Veda. 

fiff i 3. i 

3. Because of indicative words.—3. - 

COMMENTARY. 

'1 here are many other texts also which show that the words 
'Wi 'etc. stand for the entire Vedas. For instance, in the sentence 
‘Rgbhih pr&tardki dem iyate, yajurreiem titfhati viadhychnoh, 
sfmav&dendstamaye mdtriyate Vedairae&nyaislribhirki Stiryah ;—we find 
the three last feet, all speak of the Vedas, and lienee we are 
led to take the word ‘ Rk' (in Rgbhih) as indicating the Rgeeda ; 
specially as the last feet speaks of ‘ Vedam' in the plural (which could 
not be if only two Veclas, the Sfuna and the FVy'u?, were meant), which 
distinctly shows that the word ‘ Rk ’ indicates the whole of the Rgceda- 
Mantras as well as Brdhmavas. 


. era?*: \ # \ 

DharmopadefcachcLa, on account, of injunction of qualification, 
Nahi, not. g^Dravyepa, with the substance. w*i: Sambandhah, connection. 

4. “On of account injunction of qualification it could have 
no connection with the substance/’—4. 

COMMENTARY. 

If the injunctions were taken as laying down the qualifications of 
the Rk verse , etc., then, inasmuch as the sentence ‘ RichyadhyMkam 
Snmi geyati points to the fact of the Soma never being separate from 
the the qualification of the former would be included in that of 
the latter ; and as such the further injunction ‘Uchcltaih Sama would be 
wholly redundant. 
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^ ^^Because it is not possible for one to sing the Sdmct based upon a 
Rk in any other way, while he is reciting the Rk itself loudly. 

if, however, we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas , 
both injunctions become quite justified, inasmuch as what is enjoined 
by the SdnuXveda is wholly different from that which is enjoined by the 
Rg i'eda. 

For some reason, not given, the Vdrtika puts this Siitra at the 
end of the Adhikarana after Sutra 8. 

^ ctfefa I V I 

m f^rpri Traytvidy&khy&fc, the title ‘Try! Vidya.’ v C.ba, also. Tadvidi, 
to one who knows them. 

5. “ The title Trayi vidya is applied to one who knows 
the three Vedas.” — 5. 




COMMENTARY 

The Eh, Sdma aiid Yajn§ are known as ' Trayi ’ ; and the word 
‘ Tmyioidya, ' is capable of being explained only as ‘ Trayi Vidya asya .’ 
This word is found to be applied, in usage, to one who lias read the 
three Vedas, and not to one who has only read the Eh verse, the Sama- 
song and the Yaja ?; because t he name is never applied to the 'Sdma- 

cedis, even though in knowing the Sama Veda lie knows the three. viz : 

Ijtk verses, Santas, as well as certain Yajus. Consequently it follows that 
in the word ‘Trayividya.’ the word ‘trayi' is used in the sense of the Three 
Vedas ; and hence it must be admitted that the words ‘ Eh ' ‘Sdma,’ and 
‘Yaju? which are spoken of in lexicons as co-extensive with the word 
‘trayi’, denote the Vedas themselves, anti thus too wo find that the Words 
‘ lik ’ etc., are applied to the Vedas. 

otjfinsh i i. i 

orffaft Vyatirkanie, in case of transference, Y:\thabrali, in accor¬ 

dance with the direct signification, tin ^ Iti chet, if this he argued. 

6. “ In a case where there is transference, the in¬ 

junction will have to be taken in its direct signification.” 
— 6 . 

COMMENTARY. 


This is a reference to a previous objection (the sense whereof is 
this): In a case wli ere a Eh verse will be found in the Y ajurceda, it 
will have to he sung slowly, as occurring in the Yajurveda, according to 
the Siddhdnta, this however is not the caso; while according to us, 
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^ being a Tik verse, in whichsoever Veda it might appear it will have 
been quite reasonably ming loudly, in keeping with the direct significa¬ 
tion of the Injunction, 

* \ f j 

** Na, not* Sarvasmin, to the whole, ffasira Niveeftt, on account 

of belonging* 

7. “ Reply : No ; because the qualification belongs 

to the whole.”—7. 

COMMENTARY. 

The mere fact of being found in the text of a Veda does not make 
a sentence liable to be called by the name of that Veda. The fact is 
that, that, which is enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance 
with that Veda ; consequently a mantra would be called by the name 
of that Veda in which it may be enjoined. If it should be found to have 
been enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajus and Fik), then inasmuch as 
the law laid down in Sutra ll.I-iii -10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and slowness) as optional 
alternatives for that Mantra. 


SFWlN sr$rar i 


q 5 


Y'edasamyogat, on account of being connected with Veda. *» Na, not. 

Prakaranena, by the context. sr#ri Vadhycta, could be set aside. 

8. “ Because of being connected (syntactically) with 

veda the indication (by the words ‘ lilt ’ etc., of the Itigveda 
etc.,) could not be set aside by the context.”—8. 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, Syntactical connection being more authoritative 
than context, there would be nothing objectionable in the indications 
of the context being rejected in favour of Syntactical connection. 

Some people read ‘vadheta’ instead of ‘vhdhyeta.’ 


Adkikarana II.- 


-In the Adhanci the singing is to he done 
gently. 

Gunamukhyavyatikrame, when there is conflict between the 
properties of the primary and its subsidiary, Tadarthatvftt, because it is 

for its purpose. 3^1 Mnkhyena, by the primary. SfcpSN; Vedasanyogah, the Vedic 
character- 
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“ Whenever there is a conflict between the properties 
of the primary and its accessory, the Yedic characteristic 
of its accessory is to be determined hy the primary because 
the accessory is always subservient to its primary.”-- 9. 

COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to consider a case where the primary laid down in 
one Veda (the Adhana in the Yajurveda) has an accessory laid down in 
another veda (i. e. — the singing of the Hamas, Vdravantiya, etc., laid down 
in the Sdmaveda.) In such cases the question arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its primary happens to be laid down (i. e., quietly on account of the 
Adhdna being laid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to be done in a way 
in keeping with the Veda in which it is itself laid down (i. e., loudly on 
account of Sdma-singing being laid down in the Sdmaveda.) 

On this we have the following Pilrvapaksa “ Inasmuch as the 
qualifications based upon names pertain to each unit, the way in which 
a certain thing is to be done is that in keeping with the character of the 
veda in which it happens to be mentioned. 

The Siddh&nta embodied in the Sutra is as follows :— 

The two qualifications being wholly incompatible with each other 
and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is always that 
pertaining to the Accessory by itself that is to be set aside; as it is 
only thus that the primary would be performed as it should be, without 
its being deprived of its own accompaniments ; and certainly the pro- 
« per fulfilment of the Primary is a business of the Accessory also; as 
this latter also operates solely for the sake of the former. Consequent¬ 
ly, if in consideration, of its own qualification, it were to deprive 
the Primary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disrup¬ 
tion of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to 
operate. Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primary 
with all its accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory 
of its own natural accompaniment —yet, as the fact of the accessory 
being equipped with all its accompaniments is not so very necessary 
(as that of the Primary) there would be nothing incongruous in the said 
deprival- 

Consequently, inasmuch as Adhana belongs to the Yajurveda, the 
Sduias that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 


8 
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The V&rtika is not satisfied with the above representation of the 
Adhikarana. It offers three additional expositions as follows :— 

Adhikaraya (B) 

Questions to be dealt with: — In a case where a thing having its origin 
in one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda f 
should that thing be equipped with the properties peculiar to the former 
veda, or with those of the latter ? 

Pilrvapak$a :— Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 
precedes its application, the properties employed should be those of the 
veda in which it has its origin.” 

Siddhdnta :— The properties: should he those of that Veda which 
lays down its application—(1) because the origination of a thing is only 
for the sake of the uses to which it may be applied ; (2) because it is 
only when the tiling in question—the Sdma singing is applied to uso 
that it stands in need of some tone to be applied to it ; and hence the 
tones enjoined (in the Injunction 'uchchaihachd' etc.') are those that are 
perceived at the time of usage, and not at the time of the origination ; 
as there is no injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 

Adhikamya (Q) 

Question In a case where the origination and the Application of 
a certain thing are non-concomitant, i.e , the origination is in one Veda and 
the application in another,—with the properties of which Veda should 
the Sama be equipped. 

Pdrvapaksa :— It must be equipped with the properties of the 
originative Veda ; or with those of one or the other, optionally.” 

Siddhdnta : —It should be equipped with those of the Applicatory 
Veda ; as application is the more important factor. 

Adhikarana (D) 

Question : —In a case where the Primary ia in one Veda, and the 
Accessory in another, after the name of which Veda should the Accessory 
be called ? 

The Siddhanta conclusion would be that it should be called after 
the veda in which the Primary happens to be mentioned. 

In this case (D) however it would be necessary to reject the conclu¬ 
sion arrived at in the SAtra TTI-vii-51 and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the original sacrifice, as in its modifications,—the one that 
f is mentioned in connection with the Primary. If then, on the strength 
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of the Injunction, that Performer should be accepted who is mentioned 
in the same Veda with the Accessory—then the tone to be employed would 
also be the same that belongs to the Accessory ; and it would not be 
proper to employ the tone of the Primary . 

For this reason, it is best to take the Adhikaraiia as based upon the 
consideration of the comparative authoritative ness of the originative and 
the applicatory injunction. As it is only thus that the citing of the 
example of Adhdna appears justifiable. Specially as i( the Adhikarana 
be explained as pertaining to the incompatibility of the 1: rim ary and the 
secondai*y, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the subsidiary 
—then, it would be necessary to explain how this would be a mere repeti¬ 
tion of what is said under Siltra XIl-ii-25. 


Adhiluimna III.—The Jyotisfoma belongs to the 
Yajurveda . 

Bhuyastwena, in accordance with that in which most of its details 
are laid down, wrnrfl Ubhayasruti, that which is spoken of in two Vedas. 

10. “ The Action mentioned in two Vedas is to be 

taken as belonging to that in which most of its constituent 
details are found.”—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain 
Primary Action is to be called, when it is found to be mentioned in 
more than one Veda. (As for instance, we find the Jyotiqtoma mentioned 
in the Yajurveda , as well as in the Sdmaveda , and the question is whether 
we should call it a * Yajurvedic or a ‘ Sdmavedic 1 sacrifice.) 

The Purvapak$a is put forth in the following manner Must as in 
the various texts of the same Veda } so in different Vedas also, we have 
the action laid down origmatively ; and hence the matter of the property 
attesting to it would be a matter of mere option; or it may be that, 
inasmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as well as 
the accessories of the action, sometimes one and sometimes the'other ^eda 
might be taken as originative of it. 

The Siddhdnta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda 
in which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. 
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The question however remains which of the two Vedas is to be 
taken m laying down the particular action Jyotistoma, for instance 
or igi natively. The reply to this is that, that Veda which is found to 
mention the largest number of the necessary details of the sacrifice 
should for that very reason be accepted to be the original enjoiner of 
that action and in the case of the Jyotistoina it is found that it is the 
4 Yajurveda in which the largest number of its details are found 
mentioned. 

The V&rtika is not satisfied with the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karana. Here is what it says 

But t his explanation of the word 4 hhtiyastm ' (in the siitra) is riot 
quite correct. Because when a certain thing has been recognized from 
its nature, to bo indicative of something else, a little or more of it does 
not make any difference in its cognition. For instance, when smoke is 
recognized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it he much or little, it 
must indicate the fire. In the same manner, in the case in question, it is 
the presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as 
indicative of the origin of the injunction of the sacrifice; and even in a 
case where very little of these details is mentioned, even this little would 
be inexplicable unless it indicated the per form ability of the sacrifice ; and 
hence even this little of it would certainly indicate its performability (and 
as such the presence of its originative injunction). Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largenes of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure ; but wind people call the subsidiary , that, itself is 
what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
‘‘ where we find only a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoin¬ 
ed in another Veda.” But the same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned ( ie. y these may be taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda). 




Consequently wo must expound the Siddkdnta as follows : In the 
case of the Jyotidoma , we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the 
Substance, the Deity and the Action ; and it is in the Yajurveda that all 
these three are laid down ; while what the other Veda the Sanraveda) 
does is to merely mention the Action by name with a vierv to laying- 
down certain Hymns, etc. in connection with it; and hence inasmuch 
this latter stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, 
it cannot be taken as independently by itself, laying clown the Action in 
question. This we have explained under the Sdkhdntarddhikarava 
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—iv—8 et set[.) And even though the complete form of the Sacrifice 
i.-j given in the Yajurveda, .yet it is quite possible to establish the relation¬ 
ship of this sacrifice to the Hymns, etc. mentioned in the other Veda; 
as even though these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, 
yet they are taken as connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of the 
directions laid down in connection with them. 


Thus then, the meaning of the sutra comes to be this: That action 
which is mentioned in two Vedas, should have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger number—t.e. the whole—of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements. The sdtra speaks 
of only “ two Vedas," because the Rk and the Santa Vedas have the same 
character of Loudness, and as there being no difference consequent upon 
this, a mention of these would be useless. (Hence all the difference that 
is possible is as between the Yajurveda and the Sdma'Jeda, and the 
Yajurveda and the Rgveda). 


Adhikarana IV.—The context is a means of pointing 
out the use of mantras. 

I?!l 

Asarnyuktani, that which is not correlated arora Prakarao&fc, by the 
context, Itikartavyatarfchitv&t, heeaitse it stands in need of the 

details of procedure. 

11. “ (Mantra) that which is not already correlated be- 

comes correlated by the context, because it stands in need 
of tjie details of procedure.”—XL 

COMMENTARY. 

Of the six means of ascertaining the relation of mantra j the Bha$ya 
has already cited instances of Direct declaration, indicative power and 
syntactical connection. It now proceeds to show how the use of a Mantra 
can be ascertained by means of context. 

The Pfirvapaksa view is that nothing can bo ascertained by means 
of the context as to the use of Mantras. 

The siddh&rtta embodied in the sutra is as follows :— 

To the above, we make the following reply: So long as the continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has not been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to be an accessory of that Primary,---and 
this only by means of Context (prakaravd ). 






PdlWA-MtMAM8A-Sl)TBAS. hi adiivAya. 



For instance, the Injunction ‘ Darsapilrr, amdeAhhydm sravgakdmo 
yajeta ’ having given t he idea that ‘ one should obtain Heaven bj means 
of the Dar&a-Piln.mmdm sacrifices, 1 there arises a question as two ‘ how ’ 
this is to be done; and while this ‘how' is being expounded in the Veda, 
we find mentioned certain Actions (the Praydjas) apparently useless 
(having no use stated in the context), in such sentences as‘ Samidho yajati , 

‘ Taminapcitam yajatij etc., etc. Now then, we are led to believe that 
some help must arrive for the Davki or Purr\amdsa ) (in the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and also that these latter Praydjas must have 
some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Dar'sa- 
P&rnamdsa , there is no aid,*-mentioned either in the same word, in the 
same sentence, in the same context or in any other context,*—which we 
could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sense-perception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition. Simi¬ 
larly too with the Praydjas (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 
And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Dar&a-P&riiamdsa could not be performed, and the mention of the Praydjas 
in the Veda would be wholly useless). And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
resources at our command. As a matter of fact, however, we have, at our 
command, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea of those 
much-needed factors. Nor is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, it is this fact that will be the ground for admitting the mutual 
help (accorded between the Darsa-Purvam&sa and the Praydjas ). The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
remote one is admitted, is established by the mutual requirements (of 
the Primary Sacrifice and the Fraydjas). —the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the Uai'sa-Pilrnamasa stand in need of is supplied by the 
Praydjas , and, the use or purpose to be served, which the Prayjas are in 
want of, lies in the help that they accord to the Daraa-Pdrftain&sa . And 
as a matter of fact., neither of these has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though we could assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darsa-Puri.mmasa . 
For the same reason, the Praydjas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Visvojit, etc.). Nor 
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again could they be taken as bringing about, independently by themselves, 
the Result that is declared as following from the Darka-DArvamdsa ; 
because this one-sided supplying of requirement (by the Darsa-Mnuimasa 
to the Prayajav, could be admitted, only if there were no relationship 
between them based upon mutual requirement ; and not while such a 
relationship is possible. Consequently, it must, be admitted that these 
two supply each other’s needs, just in the same way as the person whose 
cart-horse lias died is helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and vice 


verm. 


Adhikarana V.—The use of mantras ascertained, by the 
order of sequence. 


WM® ^TOTOT5*TT3r \ HR \ 


KvamaiScha, order of sequence also, Desas&matiyat, on the 

ground of the sameness of portion. 

12. The order of sequence also (serves to point 
out the application of) on the ground of the sameness of 
position. —12. 

Th e Pitrvapakfa, with regard to this siUra and the next —dealing 
with the agency of Order of sequence and Name —is much in die same 
strain as that with regard to that ol JJonbext, in the foregoing siUra . 


sidohanta. 


The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance; and it 
is a means of pointing out the application of Accessories. 

Even when the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that the mantra appears in the same place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the injunction of the primary sacrifice does in the Brcthmana* 
Section,—then, when we proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position,—in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That is to say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to bo employed in connection with I he Primary, that 
is the first to be enjoined (in the Brdhmai.ia- section), we begin from the 
very beginning of the mantra section; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, v,o 
accept that as the mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look fop an Action, to which the mantra occurring in the 
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beginning;of the mantra -section would he an auxiliary, we begin from the 
very first Action enjoned in the Brdhmaya -section ; and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one in connec¬ 
tion with which the mantra should be employed And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second and so forth. 

In the case of such mantras as the Agneyanu mantra } their applica¬ 
tion is found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as* Agnhja' 
ana the like. Consequently, the Bhdsya has cited, in the present connec¬ 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dahdhirndmdsif etc., 1 whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
in the same order of sequence as the UpAmsuy&ja. 


Adhikaranct VI. — The use of mantras 'pointed, out byname . 

WFHTT | n I 

Akhy&chaivairi, the name also, Tj>darthatw&t because it is 

for that purpose. 

13. The Name also does so: because it is for that 
purpose.—13. 

The Name, that is applied to Actions in its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship : and that relationship is shown to be one that 
the Auxiliary hears to be Primary. 

As the names 4 Adhvaryava ’ and the like are used in the Veda alone, 
wo do not show here the objections that were brought forward, on a pre¬ 
vious occasion, in regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance. 

x\s a matter of fact we find that the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself—something to he done by him ; and if no 
particular function present itself, then lie would take up anything. Simi¬ 
larly the action, called 4 Adhvaryava stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘ Adhvaryava * and Adhvaryu' is that 
the action that is done by the Adhvaryu is called ‘ Adhvaryava ,’ and that 
lie who is the performer of the Adhvaryava action is one who is called 
4 Adhvaryu ’ ; the signification of the basic noun ‘ Adhvaryu ’ (in the 
wor<^ ‘ Adhvaryava } ) indicating that of the derivative (Adhvaryava) , 
or vice versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words (‘ Adhvaryu 1 and 4 Adhvaryava ’) are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 
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-yot inasmuch as it is only the eternal functioning of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we have given the above explana¬ 
tion with regard to all such names as are applied to things in their literal 
sense ; and we have already shown before (under the Av^tyadl}ikarana ) 
that the functioning of the word 1 Rdjya’ has had no beginning in time. 
As for the causal relationship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal. 


Adhikarana VII.—Among direct declaration and the other 
means of ascertaining th use of mantras that which 
percedes is more authoritative than that which follows. 




m to to - 


.l^ruti.kliy&nani etc., of direct declaration etc. 

Samavaye, on coalition, P&radaurvalyrn, that which follows is weaker. 

wSfowwfa Arthaviprakars&t, because it is more remote from the purpose in 


view. 

14. When there is a coalition of Direct Declara¬ 
tion, Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, 
Position, and Name that which follows is always weaker 
than the one preceding it ; because it is more remote from 
the purpose in view.- -14. 

We now proceed to consider the comparative Strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the 
employment of nianlrds, etc. And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
one and the same subject; and that is why the siltra speaks of their 
' samav&ya,' ‘ coalition/ by which is meant the fact of their bearing upon 
a single subject. 

There aie many cases in which one way of using the mantra is 
pointed out by direct declaration while an entirely different one is 
indicated, by one or the other of the other fives. And the question 
arises as to how the mantra should be used under the circumstances. 
That is to say, which of the six should be regarded as more authoritative 
than the other. 

The P&rvapaksa view is that all the six must be accepted as 
equally authoritative 
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The Siddhanta embodied in the - sutra is that among the six that 
which follows is weaker in its authority than that which precedes it 
and the reason for this lies in the principle that the ultimate authority 
in all matters relating to Dharma lies with the direct declarations of 
the Veda; and the other live derive their authority more or less directly 

from that direct declaration. For instance, indicative power cannot 
point out the use of a mantra until there is a prior assumption ol a 
direct Vedic declaration authorising that use, so that there is a certain 
degree of remoteness from its purpose in the case of the indicative 
power which is not present? in the case of direct assertion. 

The following are a few examples of the conflict, the fact of all the 
primary sacrifices of the Jyoti}toma etc. belonging t,o the Adhvaryu 
alone ; these sacrifices being syntactically connected with the ‘ Desire for 
Heaven,' they come to belong to all persons desiring any result. 

Objection This that you have explained would be an instance of 
the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec¬ 
tion).” 

Reply : The indication in question is not due to any particular 
word (of the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent: 
it is got at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications 
due to the proximity of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connec¬ 
tion) ; and hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical 
Connection. 

As an instance of Conflict between Context, and Name, we have 
the case of the Praydjas, that are mentioned in the Brdhmava named the 
‘ Pauroddsika, ’ which (though, by the name, belonging to the Purodasa 
sacrifice) are applied to the Sdnndyya Updmm-sacrifice, as shown by the 
Context. 

We have explained the examples of conflict involved in the appli¬ 
cation of a single Accessory to several Primaries. And it now becomes 
necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the application 
of several Accessories to a single Primary. 

(1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse: the sentence 
‘aindryd gdrhapatyamupatisjthdte' being found (by reason of the Atmane- 
podu-ending in 1 Upatiqthdte ’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality whereof belongs to a mantra (Vide Pdvini Sdtra 
X—iii—25),—and the Indicative Power (of the word ‘ gdrhapatyam ’) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, the 
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lays down the 
has been once 


Assertion and 


Declaration (by the Instrumental in ‘ aindryd') 
application of the Aindri Verse ; and when the place 
filled by that verse, there is no room for any other verse. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Ydjn&yajniya Pragdtha , 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the vise of the word ‘ gird, ’ 
while what is actually used is the word ‘ ira, ’as shown by the Direct 
Assertion (‘ airankftvd udgdyit'). In the same manner, for the Viive- 
DSvas, the substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amihsa , 
while Syntactical Connection shows it to be the Vajina ; and this hitter, 
being possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the Vajina is not admitted as a substance for the Visve divas. 

(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Context, we have the case of the Darsu-P&rriamdsa performed with a 
desire to obtain fame, —in regard to which tho Context pointing to the 
use of fifteen Sainidh^ni-recitations, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ‘ PratijthdkAmasyaihaoimsatiranbilyat ’) shows the number 
of the recitations to be twenty-one ; and hence there is a rejection of the 
number ‘fifteen’ which pertains to that performance of the Davsa - 
Pdn.iarnisa , which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, wo have 
the case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, 
Order points to the chamasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of wafer); 
while Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ godohena pasukamasya ’) declares 
that vessel to be the milking vessel ; and here the indications of the 
former are set aside. 

(5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vajapiya , which, from its Name 
appears as to bo performed by the Adhvaryu , while the Direct Assertion 
(* Vajapeyena svdrojyakdmaj} etc. ’) points to it as to be performed by one 
who desires the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is a rejection of 
the Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in ‘ yajamdnasya ydjyd .’ In connection with the Pitrydjas , 
the name ‘ Iiautra ’ points to the fact of the ydjyd belonging to the Ilotr 
priest; while the fact of its being performed by the Yajamdva is shown 
by the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in 4 yajamdnasya ’) which denotes 
the relationship of the agent. 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra 4 Syonavte etc., ’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mayUra—lvom the very beginning—is shown to 
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^jJertairi to the action of seating or depositing (tire Pur odd so ); while 
Indicative Power points only to the part ‘ tasmin sida ’ as the mantra, 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, while Syntactical 
Connection connects the portion 1 tasmin Sida' with the action of 

Abhighdrava (Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative 

Power points to 'Syonante . kalpay&mi ’ only as belonging to that action ; 

and the former is accordingly set aside. 

As an instance of conflict between Indicative Power by (1) Context, 
(Z) Order, and (3) Name, we have, (1) the case of the 'Siredpa, etc., for 
which the mantra ‘ Devasyd tea, etc. ’ is pointed out by Indicative Power, 
which seta aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated by the 
Context; (2) the Aindrdgna is performed with a view to a certain desir¬ 
able result, wherein the couple of Ycljyfrnuvdky&s proceeding from the 
Sdmidheni, indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Power ; and 
(3j in the Somdraudriya , wherein the application of the Mann-V erses 
pointed out by Name as the Ydjydnuvdkyds is set aside by those Ydjydnu- 
vtlhyds that contain words indicative of Soma and Budra 

A.s an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence fc PiU rejhjuvamdvdsyaydvi eedinharoti 
The Context shows that wa should have recourse to that process of making 
the Vedi (altar) which is laid down as following after the adhivclsana, of 
the sacrificial material ; while the Syntactical Connection with c amdvdsyd 1 
allows that it should be done on the ‘ previous day.* This is not a case 
of Direct Assertion ; as the Locative Ending (in \amdivUydydm') does 
not denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory; though it 
denotes location, yet the character of location could not possibly belong 
ro the action ; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to 
have been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another 
(which constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more 
quickly than the Context. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Order we have 
aa example in those Pratipathalpas of the Jyoti$toma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself; we have the Direct Assertion specifying only one foot 
of each Mantra , as the one to be employed ; and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same order in connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance is absolutely binding; for instance, in 
connection with the Declaration ‘ Vfkaha , pava&va dhdroyeti rdjemyaya 
pratipadan kurydt , ’ the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 
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h\er, to be ‘ pavamdn&yendilee abhidemm iyahydc' but we have 
Syntactical Connection indicating ,—maruttmte ehamatsarah vised dndhdnd 
ojaed ’—as the feet to be added (and it is this latter that is accepted as 
the correct form). 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and name we have the 
following example ; In the chapter culled Ilautva we ha\e a mention 
of the addressing of the Directions, in the sentence —Tarndn 'maitra - 
varurnh prep/ati chdnuchdha '; and when we look out for the -person 
who is to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Uolr 
priest as tire person; while the Syntactical Connection of the sentence 
quoted points to Mailnlvamna. Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent, lias been pointed out try some one means, there is no need 
of the mention of any other ; consequently Maitramruria having been 
pointed out by the more-qnickly-operating Syntactical Connection, the 
indication of the Name is set aside, long before it bas had time to reach 
the assumption of a corroborative Context. 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we have 
the use of the word ‘ girl' and ‘ ml ’ in regard to the Hymn. In the 
Agniijloma Sdma, the word to be used is indicated by Order to be ‘ gira ’; 
while Context points it out to be ‘ ird '; and certainly this latter is 
stronger in its authority. On the former occasion we had cited the 
case of the words with regard to the Sdma (while the present is with 
reference to the Stotra), consequently the two cannot lie said to be 
mixed up. 


As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
case of the sentence ‘ tasmdn maitrdmrnhah prepyati chdnuchdhet i as with 
reference to the Jyotitfoim. The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
upon the llotr priest, as indicated by the Name (‘ Ilautra, ’ of the section 
in which the sentence occurs); while the Context distinctly points to 
Mditrdmm>:a as one who does it. This same example had been cited 
above ; but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the 
Directions itself. 

Lastly, as an example of conflict between Order and Name, wo 
have the case of the couple of Aindrigna mantras occurring in the chapter 
of K&myayljyfo ; the Name of these mantrds points to the fact of their 
being used as alternatives in both the offerings (to Indra and Agni);) 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends its support to both alternatives ; 
consequently, the case is oue of conflict between Name and Order. 
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Adhikarana VIII.—The twelve Upasads pertain to the 

Ahina sacri fice. 


=fT I I'd, \ 

qnrftr AWnab> the word Ahlnah. st Va, really, wwi Prakarag&fc, on account 
of the context, Gaugafi, indicative of the presence of a qualification. 

15. On account of the context the word Ahina should 
be taken as indicative of the presence of qualification.”—15. 

COMMENTARY. 


In the context of Jyoti$toma wc find the sentence— 4 There are to 
be three upasads for the Slhna and twelve for the Ahina And in this 
the words * sdhna,' meaning ‘ that which is finished in a day/ refers to the 
Jyotitpma , with regard to which we have the declaration—‘ They finish 
it within a day’; consequently it follows that the Jyotiytoma lias three 
upasads. Then as regards the clause * twelve for the Ahina/ there arises 
the question as to whether ‘ twelve upasads' also belong to the Jypbis- 
t&ma, or only to the Ahina sacrifices, the Doddasa (Twelve-Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 

If the name ‘ Ahina could, in some way or other, be found to be 
applicable to the Jyoti$toma } then in view of the compatibility of the 
Context, the * twelve upasads' would certainly be taken as finding a place 
in that sacrifice. If on the other hand, the name * ahina' belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, inasmuch as the 
‘ twelve upasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(‘ twelve upasads for the Ahina'), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only that which is not related to Direct Declara¬ 
tion (Vide Siltra III—iii—11), [and consequently the ‘ twelve upasads’ 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one-day Jyotistoma]; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
the conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. 


And on the above question, we have the following : — 


u For these reasons we conclude that the name ‘ Ahina ' signifies ‘that 
which does not abandon (na jahdti) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
‘of the performance* and * that which is not abandoned (na hiyate) by any 
sacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head’;— 
and inasmuch as it is the Jyotitfoma alone that is possessed of these 
qualifications ;and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context to be¬ 
long to the yotiffoma, it must be this to which the twelve upasads 
belong. 
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The word ‘ gaunah' in the siUrn must be taken as signifying ‘ that 
pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the 
indirect, secondary signification.” 


wlwrfi Asarnyogat, on account of being not connected, 3 lu, but. 5WW 
Mukhyasya, direct moaning. Tamnat, from that. Apakyisyeta, 

should be disjoined, 

16. “ On account of the absence of any connection of that 


which directly denoted (by the word Ahina) “ the twelve 
upasads” should be disjoined from that (context of the 
Jyotistoma) ’—-16. 

COMMENTARY. 


The Siddh&nta embodied in the sutra is that as a matter of fact 
there is no connection between the Jyoti§toma (which is finished in 
one day) and the Ahina which directly denoted a sacrifice extending over 
many days. So that the twelve upasads laid down for the Ahina can 
have no connection with the context of the Jyotistoma. 

Though the real sense remains the same the interpretation of the 
sfitra by the Vartika is somewhat different from the above. It is 
as follows -• — 

By the word ‘ mukhya’ 6 Principal ’) in the sAtra is meant the Jyotir 
toma because it is the first to be performed ; and as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever, with the word Ahtna. And inasmuch 
as the Jyotiqtoma has uo connection with this name, the number (‘ Twelve) 
that is found mentioned in connection with that name could uot be taken 
as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context; consequently 
it must be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially as we find that 
the number ‘ Twelve’ is connected with the Ahina, by means of the 
Direct Declaration of the genitive (in 'ahimsya’); and as for the word 
* Ahina what it literally signified is a number of days, while the Jyoti \?- 
toma is a distinct SAhna—, being finished in a simjle day. 

Nov can the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
J yotistoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 
such literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be conveyed 
by the word as a whole. Then again, as a matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; because a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word or 
L he basic word that should have had the uddtla (Acute) accent in its 








III adhyAya . 


t has the acute accent at the 
middle. For this reason it must be admitted that the word is made up of 
the word ‘ ahan ’ (**Ttoy\ with that affix ‘ hhal In that case, in accordance 
with the Vartiha—iydmiadi^i vpadesivadlachamm smrosiddhyartham 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ ina ; and thereby the letter i 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only right that the acute-accent 
should be on that letter. 

For these reasons the word ‘ aMud must be 'taken as the name of 
those sacrifices t hat extend over a number of days. 

The Yftrtika is not satisfied with the alcove exposition of the Adhi- 
karana on the follow ing grounds :■— 

Firstly, because it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice 
(the AMna) to be laid in the Context of another (the Jyotitfoma ); secondly , 
in case such details were laid down, the continuity of the Context would, 
be broken by tha interpolation of foreign matter; and then it would 
involve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 
and thirdly , we find that the ‘ twelve upasads for the Twelve Day sacrifice 
have already been enjoined in the Context of this laxter sacrifice,—and 
as all the sacrifices extending over a number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ‘twelve upasads ’ with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the ‘ three upasads alone; specially as 
there are no objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
( Twelve,' that has been enjoined already in another sentence ; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must bo taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotiqtoma ,— 
just as in the case of the nioUa the sense of the sentence being that the 
tlyotiijtoma lias only three upasads , and as for twelve upasads these belong 
to such, petty sacrifices at the AMna and the rest, and not to the excellent 
Jyotistoma sacrifice. 1 ) 

The Vartika puts the AdUikarana in the following form :— 

Tf the Huwaeter of * Alvina had belonged to the Jyotistoma, then, 
the sentence in question would have been an Injunction ; but inasmuch as 
that character belongs to the sacrifices extending over a number of days, 
for which, again, the * twelve upasads have been already laid down else¬ 
where,—the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant to eulogise 
(the Jyotvitoma as shown above). 

Thus, then, the question of the Adhikamqa comes lobe this: Is 
the Jyoti$torna. the . Ahtna, for which the sentence, occurring in its 
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beginning ; while, in reality, we find that i 
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essory detail? Or tlie ‘word Aldna' applies 
to the sacrifices extending over a number of days,—and inasmuch as the 
‘ twelve upasads ’ for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some other purpose (that of 


eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection : —“ If such be the case, then the Adhikarana would not be 
a discussion of the conflict and non-conflict of Context (with Direct 
Declaration); because it would come to this that, though connected 
with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve upasads' would be mentioned 
with a view to eulogise the Jyotistoma 

Reply :—That does not quite affect the case. Because as a matter of 
(act, the P&roapakga (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number ' twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject: of the Context, the JyQtistoma ); while the Siddhdnta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘twelve' belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
becomes contradicted. And that this is still of use, in another way in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 


If, however, in accordance with the law arrived at in the next 
Adhikarana, we could admit of the Removal (or taking apart, of the 
‘twelve upasads'), and if while we had the Injunction in one Recensional 
text, we could justify, on the ground of its having no other use* the 
injunctive character of that contained in another Text —then, in that case, 
we could take the Adhikarana as presented in the Bhdpja. 

In any case, it becomes fully established that the sontence ‘ dvdda- 
; ihinasya is to bo taken apart from the Context, as it evidently pertains 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. 


Adhikarana IX. —The Pratipats are to he taken apart from, 
the context along unth the Kulaya, etc. 

I I 

Dwitvavahutvayuktain, that which is associated with singleness 
and duality. *rr V&, really. Chodan&t, on account of being directly enjoin- 

ed. to Tasya, of that. 

17. That which is associated with singleness and 
duality (should be taken apart from the context because it is 

directly enjoined (elsewhere).— 17. 

10 
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COMMENTARY. 



In connection with tlie Jyotiqtcma we find the sentence ‘ tjuvdm hi- 
vthah smlipali iti dvayovyajamdnayoh pratipadam kurydt, ete asrgraminda- 
val} iti bahubhyo yajamdnebhyali.’ And in reference to this there arises a 
doubt as to whether the two Pratipats herein laid down find place in the 
Jyotiqtoma, or they are to be taken apart from it and used in connection 
respectively wi ;,li the Kul&ya performed by two yajamdna6 t and with the 
Dmrdtra performed by more than two yajamavas ? 

The sdtra begins the discussion with the putting forward of the 
Siddhdnta, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 


Adhikarapa. 


SIRPHANTA. 


The passage in question does not lay down the Duality and Plural¬ 
ity of the yajamlna ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining of 
tlie Pratipats ; and refers to the Duality, etc., only as conditions for the 
use of the one or the other Pratipat ; specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve a syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamam cannot 
pertain to the Jyotistoma ; while they are found to exist in the Kuldija 
and other sacrifices,—those extending over one as well as those extending 
over many days,—wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences 
as —" Rdjd cha purohitakhd ydjaydtdm ”, “ etenaica dvau ydjayet," “ ete- 
naiva tvn ydjayet ,” “ eko dvau bahavo vd hinairyajcran. For these 
reasons the.Pratipats should be taken apart from the Context. 




Paksena, as alternatives, viwm Artliakr'itasya, for special reasons, 
xffirfci Itichet, of this be urged. 

18. They might find place in the Jyotistoma as an 
alternative for special reasons—ii this be urged.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 


The context belongs to the Jyotistoma and so long as we can in 
some way or the other connect the Pratipat mantras with that sacrifice, 
there can be no justification for the dissociating them from the context 
in which they are found. As for the mention of two yajamanas that may 
be taken as an alternative method. To meet those special cases in which 
the single yajamtma by himself may be incapable of finishing the 
sacrifice. 
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wftwra Ekasamyogat, 


19. Reply : Not so ; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) is connected with one only.—19. 

The word ‘ Prakfti here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms 
the subject of the Context; and it might have been meant to indicate 
that, being the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yajamdna 
in the Jyoti$toma cannot be superseded ; though that which is indirect¬ 
ly implied could be rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, 
we know that the singleness of the yajamdna is directly enjoined special!} 
as we find that whether the Jyotlstoma is laid down as to be performed 
with a view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty, the 
yajamdna is distinctly mention as one only, as is shown by the use ol the 
word ‘ yajeta Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significance 
to the singular number of that verb ; in fact, we shall show later on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to be attached to it. 


The leaving off of certain accessories of the Jyoti§toma, on account 
of the incapacity of the sacrifice? to carry them all out entirely, that has 
boon brought forward by the Pdreapak^i , — is also based upon the 
declaration * the Sacrifice should be performed in such a way as one person 
may be able to perform it and in other cases also we find the word 
‘ one/ which shows that the leaving off allowable is meant to refer to 
Other accessories (and not to the number of yajamdnas) ; as for instance, 
leaving off the exact amount of the c gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accom¬ 
plished by one person. Then again, inasmuch the number * one is found 
both in the originative injunction (of the Jyotiqloma), as well a in 
that of its actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance to 
that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the original 
sacrifice of the Jyotistoma has only one yajamdna, it doet- not fulfil the 
conditions of the use of the particular Pratipats in question ; and hence 
these latter must be taken apart from it. 

Nor can the Duality of the yajamdna be taken as referring 
to the presence of the wife of the yajamdna,— then, as her presence with 
her husband is a necessary condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could 
not have been laid down as the condition for the use of a certain parti¬ 
cular Pratipat only ; and further, in the case of the word 'bahulhyaft,' 
inasmuch as it is distinctly found to denote the plurality of men, by 
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making it include the sacrifh er’s wives, we would be assuming, without 


sufficient grounds, an efeas&jfl compound made up of heterogenous ele¬ 
ments (.one male and two females). 


In the case of the sentence ‘ kmume vasanau, etc.’ (met with in 
connection with the Acfiiyotlhdfla') we have had tft accept the wife as the 
second person as there was no .other way of taking it; specially as the 
Ahdttna is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in the way 
that we find the Dmyarlja ( Kulaya ) laid down. 


Tben again inasmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
by the yajavn&va accompanied by oneoi more wives, there would, accord¬ 
ing to you, always be' two’ or ‘ three’ 1 yajamonas ’; and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in question 
these would covne to be used on all occasions; and the Pratipat that is 
laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyoti?- 
toma would never be used, and would become wholly useless; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those Pratipats that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must he admitted that the Pratipats in question 
are to be taken apart from the Context. 


Adhmarana. X. — The J&ghni is not to he separated from 

its context. 

I Ro I 

sirpi v J&ghni clia, J&ghni also, Ekadesatv&at, because it is a part. 

20. The Jaghni also (would be taken apart), “ because 
it is a part.”—20. 

We now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors 
being taken apart from their context. 

In connection with the Daria PArijamasa, we find the sentence 
* Jdghanya patvih safiydjayanti ’; and as this admits of two distinct con¬ 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
character of the two factors (in the sentence),—there arises a doubt as to 
its actual meaning. That is to say, (1) if the sentence be taken as laying 
clown the Patntsamydjas as purificatory rites for the purification of the 
J&yhani (the animal’s tail), then, inasmuch as the object of purification 
would bo the predominant factor, it could not be removed from its place ; 
and consequently, the Palnisawydjas would be taken to where the Tail 
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'Trirj^fit be, and not vice vcvsti. And inasmuch os the ordinary animal’s 
Tail would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that forms the object 

• i.T rrt 



of purification (by means of the Paivieamydjas ; consequently the lail 
of the animal that has served its purpose in connection with the Ayni- 
tomiya would come to he taken as that to be purified (by the PatnUam- 
ydju8 [and thus, in this case, there would bo a removal of the J ail from 
all connection with the Dana Pih'vamasd ]. (2) If, on the other hand, 

the sentence be taken as laying down the 1 ail (with reference to the 
Patnisamyeyas, then, in that case, inasmuch as the idea of the sentence 
being a reference to the subject of the Context does not entirely dis¬ 
appear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong to the Dana- 
Purvamtisa [and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tail from 
the Context .] 

On this question, then, we have the following: 

PURVAPAKSA. 

“(1) Because the Tail helps the Darsa-Pdrmm&sa indirectly ;-(2) 
because that which helps directly in the body of the sacrifice is the more 
important;—-(3) because the other (i.e. the Palnisamyaja) being enjoined 
by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samyajay&t’) is more approximate to 
the Injunction (4) because, inasmuch as any single part of an animal 
(the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole annual, it would 
he necessary to take it out of the animal that has been used elsewhcro 
and hence in that case the Samytlja would come to have the character o! 
a Pralipatisamsleam (the setting aside of thal which lias be^n used), 
therefore the sentence in question must be taken as laying down the 
purification of the Tail of the animal used in connection with the 
Agntfomiya ; and hence it must be taken apart from the Context (ol 
the Dana PArvamdsa)." 

3T i i 

Chodana v&, it must b <3 trken as the injunction. *4xt$r«rra Apilrva- 
tv&t, because it is something new. 

21. It must be taken as the injunction (of the tail) 
because it is something not already enjoined elsewhere. 21. 

COMMENTARY 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sfitra, is as follows. 

As a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart 
from the Context; because if the Tail were referred to as something 
to be purified (by means of the PatnisaviayAjati), then that would have been 
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the cause of the Injunction being taken apart; as a matter of fact, however, 
we find that the Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Sacrifice, exactly 
like the other accessories, in the shape of Butter and the like ; so that 
there is no justification for its being separated from the context. 


fT% % i rr ( 

92 . (Objection) “ But the Tail is a part,”-—22. 

“ It has been argued in the Ptivvapakga that, inasmuch as the 
Tail is a part of the animal,—and as the orginative injunction speaks 
of it as related to something already existing,—it could not be utilized, 
etc., etc. n And to this argument the Sutra offers the following reply :— 

I H B \ 

*r Na, not, so. Prakpteh, of the original. A^&stratv&t, 

being obtained by non-scrip trial means, 

23. Not so ; because the original (Darsa-PCimamasa 
Jaghani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptural means.—23. 

COMMENTARY. 


Under the circumstances, that alone would have been useless which, 
without talcing up the original, could not be recognised ; e. g in the case 
of the sentence ‘ uttardrdh&t svi$takrtc 5 ‘ vadyati' in this what is to be 
offered is not recognizable without a reference to the original Cake). 
The word ' Jilghani' however is, like the word 4 Hrdaya’ and the like 
denotative of a certain limb of the animal ; and as such, it could be very 
easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal for the purpose, 
or even out of the animal that has been used for another purpose ; specially 
as in the sxUra ‘ Jtiipam vti scsahhutmt it is shown that an accessory 
could be used by whatever method it may be produced or obtained. Nor 
is it impossible for the ‘ Jaghani ’ to be known apart from the rest of the 
body; for we actually find meat-vendors selling the bodies of animals, 
limb by limb; and certainly the 'J&ghanV (Tail) could be obtained by 
purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is it necessary that it should be 
obtained from, the goat ; as all that is laid down in the text is only the 
particular limb, ‘Tail In fact, in the Agftishomiya also, it is quite possible 
for tho * Heart } etc. to be obtained by purchase or other ordinary ineaus ; 
though it is so, yet in the case of these, as we find their particular ‘class* 
ami method of obtaining distinctly specified as ‘by killing’ and all the 
rest,— we do not have recourse to purchase, or other ordinary means, for 
obtaining these. But in tho case of theTail we have no such means specified 
in the scriptures. 
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The word Pvalnti is meant to give an idea of the Da rsa - FA rn amastt 

Thus then it becomes established that the Jdghani {Tail) is 
accessory in the ‘Patmsaviytijas' performed along with Darba-Puvrunnn 
and as such is to be used as an optional alternative for Butter. 


Adhiharana XL — The joining of the slabs should find 
a place among the sansthds. 

Santarclanarn. the joining together, wpk Prakfitau, in the original 
sacrifice. »w« Krayaijavat, like the purchase, Anarthaloput, on 

account of the non-disappearance of its usefulness, rum Sy&t, should find a 
place. 

24. “ The Joining Together should find a place in f lie 

original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
does not disappear.”—24. 

Wo now proceed to consider the eases of conflict and lion-con flic’, 
between Syntactical Connection and Context. 

In connection with the Jyotitfoma we find two slabs of stone laid 
down, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
and with reference to these stone-slabs, we have the declaration 'Dirgha- 
some-santrdydd-dhrtya-i —that is, having separated the two slabs one 
should join them together, for the obtaining of Dlirti.’ With reference 
to the word ‘ Diryhasoma ’ in this sentence, there arises a doubt, as to (a) 
whether it applies to the original sacrifice fthe Jyotiqtoma), as indicated 
by the Context, (6) or it applies to such sacrifices as extend over longer 
periods of time, and as such not. being compatible with the Context, has 
to be taken apart. On the point in question we can have also the following 
alternative, (a) the word applies to the Jyotitfoma itself. (b) or to the 
«J yotiqtoma as performed by a tall■ ( Dirghu ) yajomdwa, (c) oi to the 
Uktha and other samasthrU or parts (of the Jyotiqtoma), (d) or to the 
Satra and Ahum sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or to all 
sacrifices excepting the Agniqtoma (which is the first samadhd of the 
J yotiqtoma. 

On this question we have the following: 

Preliminary Purvapal'yi.~ Ji (1) Because the word ‘ Diryhasoma ’ 
is applicable to the Jyotiqtoma as compared with such shorter sacrifices 
as the Iqtt, the Pam sacrifice, the Darvi horna and the like, — (2; because 
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the purpose served b y the joining together/ the strength of the pounding 
Slab is quite applicable to the Jyoti^toma , (3) because the Injunction of 
Vnot-j oil ling together/ could be taken as an optional alternative (to the 
1 joining together just like the alternative of vrihi and yam,—therefore, 
for the sake of the Context, the * joining together * should not be taken 
apart from it. 

The expression ‘ like Purchase ’ may be explained as an instance 
of the non-disappearance of usefulness brought forward without any 
reference to the Injunction of ‘not-joining together.’ 

The objection being—‘ Inasmuch as the Jyoiistonia sacrifice takes 
very little time to finish, there would not be much use in the said joining 
together of the pounding slabs being done in connection with that sacri¬ 
fice/—we have the reply -that does not much affect the question, as the 
joining together will still have its use, ‘ like the Purchase.’ That is to say, 
the actual price of the Soma not being very much, and its purchase having 
been accomplished by the payment of any one of the prescribed articles 
— cloth and the rest—in exchange, one still gives to the owner all 
these articles, in keeping with the scriptural text laying down all these 
articles as to be given in exchange for the Soma ; and though the payment 
of these latter is not necessary, yet it is not altogether useless, serving the 
purpose of still further winning the good graces of the owner ; because 
it is well-known that the scriptures declare the fact of prosperity resulting 
from the purchase of Soma, if effected to the entire satisfaction of its 
original owner. In the same manner, even though the unjoined slabs 
would be quite efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyotiytoma , 
yet, inasmuch as we are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on 
the Strengthened slabs brings about prosperity, the joining together/ 
done in accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
entirely useless "even iri the Jyotistoma)” 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ joining together’ is not 
to be taken apart from the Context.” 


PREMMINARY SIDDHANTA. 


i \ 


awl: Utkarsab* removal. *n Vft, certainly. zifTO Grahaijrit, on account 
of the mention. Wro VitJesasya of the speciality. 


25. It should he taken apart; because of the men¬ 
tion of the speciality.—25. 







On account of the Syntactical Connection of the ' joining together 
with the ‘ Dirghasoma ' the former must be taken apart from the Context, 
Because, an object is known as ‘ long 1 (Dirgha) only when it is 
compared with another thing of the same kind which is shorter than itself. 
Consequently, one Soma-sacrifice could be known as ‘ Long,’ only in com¬ 
parison with another Soma sacrifice ; and it could not be spoken of, in 
comparison with such sacrifices as the Isti, the Pasu the Darvihoma and 
the like (which have no connection with Soma ; because these latter do 
not belong to the same class (as the Jyotistoma and the other Soma- 
sacrifices ), and because they are not spoken of in the Context; and it is 
only when the two relative members of the comparison are mentioned that 
they are differentiated into the ‘ Long ’ and the ‘ Short,’r-and in the case 
in question we do not find the fyti etc., mentioned, in comparison with 
which the Jyotistoma could be spoken of as * Long.’ 

!?r WiPwr sfafiroTO 11 =t<» n 

ncjTtr Kartrito, pertaining to the performer, Visesasya, the speciality, 

sfwftwsnj TannhnittatvfU, being based upon it. 

26, “ The speciality could be taken as pertaining 
to the performer us it is upon him that it is based. 26. 

“ So long as we could interpret the word ‘ Dirghasoma ’ in keeping 
with the indications of the Context, it is not proper to entirely reject this 
Context. And as the matter of fact, we find that it can bo taken as 
pertaining to the Performer. Nor would that make any difference in (Tie 
accent, as regards the compound ; because in any case we have the acute 
accent upon the last syllable ; consequently we must expound the com¬ 
pound as the Genitive Tatpuruga ‘ Dirgkasya’ puruqasya Somafy.) 

5TT II II 

Kratuto, pertaining to the sacrifice. Jtfcmfra'nfr Arthavfidaiiupapateh, 
on account of the inexplicability of the Arthavada. Sy&t, should be. 

27. It must pertain to the sacrifice ; as, other¬ 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable.] —2 < . 

The epithet ‘ Long ’ must pertain to the Sacrifice ; (and not to the 
Sacrificer ; and the compound must he expounded as a Karmadh&rya 

Dirghascha$au soma!}) 

U 
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Answer: —The chief reason for this is that it is only when the com¬ 
pound is thus explained that we have the direct significations of the 
component words ; otherwise (ii' the compound be taken as the Genitive 
Tqtpuruqa) one of the words qualifies something wholly different (namely 
the Sncrificer), and that would make the direct primary significations of 
the words incompatible. 


Thus then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 
of Soma to be pounded, vve come to desire much strength and durability 
in the pounding slab; and in that ease the injunction contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would be found to serve a visi¬ 
ble purpose (that of making the slab strong by ‘paining together ’ the 
two slabs). Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose. 


So also, the Arthavdda contained in the word ‘ Dhftyai ' points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound. 

Dor these reasons, it must be admitted that the joining together 
should be taken apart from the Jyotistoma itself. 

m-ursr ^;=hrg 'mwfwfifcrci'ug n ^ u 

SumstlifWohn, in the case of the SamstMs. Kartrivat. lik the 

performer, DhftrauArihftvi^hftt, the mention of Dhriti being equal. 

28. “ In the case of (the word ‘ Dirghasoma ’ applying 

to) the SamstMs also, the mention of ‘ Dhatyai ’ would be as 
inexplicable as in that of (the epithet, ‘Dirgha’ belonging to) 
the Performer.”—28. 

This Slltra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to tin- 
following argument of the Siddhdvta: ft is possible that the ‘ joining 
together’may not find a place in the firet Samsthd— the Agniftoma-- of 
the Jyotiftoma ; but it. could pertain to the other samlhds— the 
Ukthya and the rest,—which are ‘longer’ than-the Agnigoma, and by 
connecting with which we keep our interpretation in keeping with the 
Context. Consequently, we must take the ‘joining together' as finding a 
place in all the three samsthds ; specially as the fact of the samsthds 
belonging to the same Context as the Jyotistoma lias yet to be refuted 
by the Samsthddhiharava (III—vi—41 et seq.) Or, even if there he a 
distinct Context of the samsthds,— then too, it would be only in those 
accessory details that are of use in the Aynistoma, wherein the ‘joining 
together ’ could be precluded, on account of the contradiction involved in 
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of the necessary and the unnecessary 
quently we must admit that the joining together * should have a place in 
die second and subsequent Samsthds (sections) of the Jyoti^toma. 

As against these arguments we have the above sutra } which formu¬ 
lates the following. 

FINAL PtlRVAPAKSA. 

u Inasmuch as the quantity of soma used in everyone of the 
samsthis is the same as in the Agnigtoma) the work of the pounding too 
in everyone of these would be exactly similar end hence the eulogy 
‘ dhrtyai ’ ( — for the sake of making it strong and durable) would be 
as useless in this interpretation, as in that in which the Performer 
(is held to be qualified by epithet ‘ Dtryha). 

That is to say, though the subsequent samsthds take a longer time 
in performance‘than the first 8ornslhd\ yet in every one of these, the 
quantity of soma pounded is only 4 ten-handfuls,’ as per injunctioi i dasa 
mushtirviimUe , which is applied, by implication, to every one of the 
m i msthds of the Jyot/idoma. Thus then the strength and durability 
required (in the pounding slab) being the same in all cases, the absence 
of perceptible use and Arthavdda (in ‘ dhrtyai ’) remain as inexplicable as 
in the former case. 

Thus then the inexplicability 61 “ Dhrtyai” being common in the 
case of all samsthds the ‘joining together* should be taken apart from 
the latter samsthds also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyoti$- 
toma ). 

FINAL SIDDHANTA. 

-4T prefer ii h 

gwrRv Uktby&disu, to the Ukthya etc. w Vd, really, vtfw Artimsya, 
the meaning, fofwwwwj Vidyam&natv&t, being applicable. 

29. It should belong to (he Ukthya and the rest: 
because the significations of the words are quite applicable 
to them.—29. 

For reasons shown above, the ‘joining together’ should find a 
place in the samsthds of the Ukthya and the rest. And as an 
increase in the number of offerings would mean a corresponding 
increase in the quantity of the substance to be offered, tfie Arthavdda (con¬ 
tained in the word ‘ dhrtyai ’) would be quite explicable in this case. At 
for the assertion, that ‘the quantity of soma-juice would be increased by 
the addition of water;’—it is not admissible; because inasmuch as the 


29. 
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ifications. Conse- 
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sacrifice is laid down as to be performed with the soma no other substance 
could rightly be added to it, without the authority of a direct scriptural 
declaration to the effect Consequently under such circumstances, it 
would be the quantity of thecoma itself that should have to be increased. 
But then this increase cannot be either in the thickness of the bundles or 
in the number of joints (because of these two being restricted to ‘ten- 
handfuls * and ‘ three joints * respectively); consequently, the only way in 
which the quantity of soma juice could be lawfully increased would be by 
getting hold of such pieces of the plant as have their joints at longer 
intervals than is ordinarily the case ; and in this manner we would have 
increased the quantity, and yet kept within bounds of the restrictions 
as to the measure of soma and also preserved the compatibility of the 
Context and the word * Dirghasoma* because the ‘length ’ of the pieces of 
the creeper would justify us in calling the soma itself ‘ long.’ 


sffasNnr ffrr % ii ^ 11 


0$t5iwi AviweH&t, equally, Stutih, the eulogy. VyarthA, mean¬ 

ingless. ^ Iticliet, if thus be urged. 

30. “ The opponent urges that the eulogy would 

be equally useless in the case of the Ukthyas also.”—30. 


COMMENTARY. 


For the Jyotiatoma ten-handfuls of thesoma-sticksare laid down, and 
as the Ukthya, etc., are only parts of the Jyotiatoma the quantity should 
be the same in these also. So that there is no sense in the praise of the 
slabs as being conducive to firmness. 



II 


wn Syfit, would be. nfwirum Auityatvdt, not being universally applicable. 

31. “ There would be some sense in the praise, as 

the restriction is not universal.''—31. 


COMMENTARY. 


The answer to he above objection is that the limit of ten handfuls 
is not meant to apply to all sacrifices so that in the case of any sacrifice 
if the number of offerings is a large one, the use pounding of a larger 
quantity would be quite justified and it is with a view to such cases that 
we have the word Dhritye. 
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Ahikarna XII — The prohibition of the Pravargya 
refers to the First Performance. 


San khy&yuk tarn, the sentence mentioning the number. krato); 
to the sacrifice, wxwrn prakari?&t, on account of the context. Wf[ syat, should be. 


32. “ The sentence mentioning the number would 

apply to “ the whole sacrifice ; because of the Context.” — 32. 

Tli© Pravargya is mentioned without reference to any particular 
sacrifice, in the sentence 1 yat pravargyam pravrnjanti ; and it is only by 
the syntactical connection of such sentences as 4 purastadupasadtiin 
pra vargyan-chtiianti ’ that it becomes connected with a sacrifice ; and this 
Pravargya betakes itself to the Jyoti$toma> in accordance with the SiUra 
111 —vi— 2; specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice 
that tlie Upasads are laid down ; and by the time that these would go 
over to the vikrtis , on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also 
go to them. It is for this reason that the Bhdqya has said— Jyotirtovn: 
pravargyam prukrtya sruyate (though in reality the Pravargya is not 
mentioned in the Context of Jyotbfturnu). 


Or it may be that,—inasmuch as in the Kaufitaki-BrdlmarLa, it is 
in the Jyotiftoma-Context that we find the Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,—the Bh&$ya «statement is based upon a re¬ 
ference to this fact. 


In regard to this Pravargya 1 it is declared—* na prathame yajne 
praVfnjydt ’ (‘ one should net perform the pravargya in the first sacrifice ’). 


And with reference to this la.- t sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether the expression * First Sacrifice ’ refers to the Jyotiqtpma with all 
its samsthds and all its various developments, or to only the first perform¬ 
ance of that sacrifice. 


And on this, we have the following 

pOrvapaksa. 

“ (1) Because the expression is co-extensive with ‘sacrifice'; (2) 
because the word prathama first’) is distinctly found to be synony¬ 
mous with the 4 Jyotitfoma, as found in the sentence ‘ eshu vAva pra - 
thamoyajfiAnam y ijjyotishtomah' ; (3) because the sentence ya etena 
ani${.vd 9 ' etc. 1 shows that the Jyotvitoma is the sacrifice to be performed 
before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘ First applies to 
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tlTrffisacrifice ; (4) and because of the indications by the Context (m which 
the sentence under consideration occurs.),—[the expression I irst sacri¬ 
fice ’ should be taken as referring to the whole of the Jyotiqtoma]. 


r\ rv ■» 

jrmrrr^ ^rr 
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naimitthikam, relative. <n Vft, really. wjVSmira Kartrisanyog&t, 
through the connection of the performer. Btjpr Lingasyn, the indicative power, 
nfirfv'ifwj TannimittatvfU, being determined by that. 


33. It (the* First ’) is conditionally relative, through 
the connection of the Performer ; because the Indicative 
Power (of the word) is actually determined by that.—33. 

If the word 1 Prathama ’ (‘First’) were a name of the Jyotiqtoma it¬ 
self, then what has been said in the PtVrvapalisa would be quite admis¬ 
sible. As a matter of fact, however it is sound to be expressive of the 
Performance. 

That is to say, what the word ‘ Prathama ' actually denotes is that 
operation of the performer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
any particular Action ; and it is only by its connection with (liesaid opera¬ 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also ; but this too would 
be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 
that pointed out. Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyotiqtoma), he is not spoken 
of as ‘ performing the first ’ ; nor is one, who is not actually performing 
a sacrifice, called ‘ the performer of the first sacrifice.’ 

Thus then, the word ‘ First ’ having been shown to be denotative of 
the first operation, if it be, applied by indirect indication, to that which 
has that '-(firstnw) as itg qualification (the Jyotistoma sacrifice f. i.) then 
that would involve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it e. g. in the 
sentence * vdva prathamo yajnanam, &c’ hi the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘ First ’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya ; connsequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that wo could apply it to the sacrifice (Jyotistoma), even in course of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrificer) would be 
very much remoter indeed ! 







miSTffy. 


^ • e Ok^X 

5, 30. 


Adhikarna XIII.—The grinding of Pitsa's share is to 
he done at the Vikrti sacrifices. 

qfsnj qqnj T%Rr II II 

Pausuam, pertaining to. Ptisan. Pewanam, grinding. 

Viktitan, in the ectype. fmnfrr Pratlyeta, should he understood, wtapiw AchodanAt, 
on account of non-impression. Prakritau, in regard to the archetype. 

34. The grinding of Pnsa’s share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes : because it is not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes,—34. 

[In connection with the DavQCi-PArvamdsa, we find the sentence 
Tasmdt Pil$a prapirtabhdgah , adatkolii sah (‘ Thus then Pusan has his 
share ground, because he is without teeth V; and in regard to this there 
arises the question as to where this grinding is to be done In the 
Vikrti sacrifice or in the Prakrti.] And on this question we have a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context; and hence, in 
accordance with the ‘ Law of the joining-together,’ III—iii—24 et scq .), 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti ; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhikarana. 


Adhikarna XIV.—The Grinding of Pusa’s share 
applies only to the Bice. 

PURVAPAKSA. 

u u 

wi T&t, that. Sarv&rtham, must pertain to all. irm^i AvigesAt 

on account a non-distinction. 

35. “ The grinding applies to all offering materials 

equally ; because of non-distinction.”—35. 

“ Whatever may be the particular material to be offered to Pusan, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the animal Body,— it. is necessary to grind it ; ns 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Griding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply.” 



Ill PAT)A , XIII-XIV ADHIKARANA , Sib S4 y , 
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SIDDHANTA. 


3 T grrererw^firstfcfanfT qjfiN^rgr 11 \i u 


^ Oharau, in regard to the grain, w VA, really. «rafo*‘ Artlioktam, it 
serves the useful purpose. gwif Purod&ee, in the cake, Arth- 

vipratieedkAt, iucongrinty to the use. ^ Paiau in regard to the animal. 
* W! NasyAt, could not apply. 

36. But it should apply to the grain only ; because 
in the case of the Cake, it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it; and in the case of the animal 
body, it could not, apply to it, because of incongruity.—36. 

In the case of the animal body, there would be a deficiency in the 
character of the Primary offering. Because the Primary offering lias 
been recognized as being in the shape u/ the Hearty etc, ; and this could 
be done only by cutting these limbs out of the body. But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Even though it might, be possible to make those shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flesh, yet in this case the names ‘Heart’ and the rest 
would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only se^ondaiily,— 
just like the name ‘ gamya' to the animal made of clay; and that 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that * the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, etc. have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or 
Rice), that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering 
material, and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served hy 
it ; consequently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken 
as applying to the Grain, 


il ?;VS || 


37. ( Objection ).—“ In the case of the Grain also.”—37. 


[In the case of the Grain also, we find that the word ‘ Cham ’ (‘ cooked 
grain’) is applicable ordy when each grain is distinctly visible and 


cooked ; and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, 
not distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked flour, which would lead to 
as givat an ‘ incongruity ’ as the grinding of the Animal Body .] 
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38. (Reply). —Not so ; because it is the name of a 

peculiarly-cooked preparation.—38. 

There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of the Grain. 
Because the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience ; 
uud it is a matter of ordinary experience that it is a certain cooked pre¬ 
paration that is called ‘ Gharu ’ (cooked grain). 

That is to say, though the word ‘ Gharu ’ is used in the sense of the 
‘cooked rice’ and ‘ Gharu- bread,’—yet inasmuch as one and the same word 
could not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word ‘ Charu ’ as signifying that element which is common to the 
‘ cooked rice and the ‘ breadand that, element consists in the fact of 
the (1) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) 
in that of its being hot inside, and (3) in that of its being thoroughly well 
cooked. 


Adhikarana XV.—The Grinding of Pusas Share finds 
place only in that Charu which is dedicated to Pusan alone. 

ii ii 

wfopj Ekasmin, pertaining to one deity. Ekasanyog&t, on account of 

connection with one. 

39. (There should be a grinding of the Charu) only 
when there is one (Deity) ; because (the mention of grinding 
is) connected with one (Deity) only. —39. 

Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding is to 
be done also when the offering of that Charu is meant for two Deities— 
Indra and Pu§an,—or only when it is meant for Pusan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Ghaturdhd- 
harana ’ and the ‘ Indrapita ’ Adhikarana (III—i—26 et. seq., and ill—ii 
—27 et. seq.),—we (omit the Purvapaksa and) start off with the— 

siddhAnta. 

Inasmuch as wc find the sentence, under consideration, which lays 
down the grinding, speaking of Ptisan alone as having his ‘share ground,’ 
the Grinding would apply to that Gliaru alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant for) Ptigan only. 

IQ 
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40. Also because of tlie incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other Cham.) 40. 

For tlie following reason also, the grinding should be (lone only to 
that Charu which is meant for Pfi§an alone :—In the case of the Cham 
meant for two deities (P&san and Indra), would you grind the whole of 
it or only half ? If the latter then the cooking of it would be deranged ; 
and if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. 

That is to say, if only half of the Charu were ground and the other 
half left unground, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; consequently, if the whole tiling would be 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flour.) A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
a ‘cooked rice * of the ground grain also ; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the Durvayaksa). It might he 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
by the same time). But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the sake of Pihan, Indra’s share were 
also ground, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up ; and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to bo offered to another, that would 
mean a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 

pOrvapaksa. 

STN 3T uferfUT ^TT<I ^cTT^TT^tT^T^ U « \ \\ 

sift 3 T apiv&, but. Sadwitiye, where there is a second also. 

Sy&t, should be. Devatanimittntw&t, on account of being due 

to the character of the deity. 

41. “ Even in a case where Pusan is coupled with 
another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the presence 
of that Deity ( Pfisan ) is the only condition (laid down for 
it).”—41. 
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“ We could have the grinding even in those cases where we had 
Pfi§an coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid 
down either for that offering which is meant for Pil§an alone, or for 
that which forms part of the sacrifice to Pflsan;—then, in that case, 
ther6 could have been no grinding in regard to the Gharu meant for two 
Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that the only condition laid down 
for the Grinding is the presence of Pit$an } and not any substance 
qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 
of a sacrifice is pervasive (that is, the Deific character pervades as one 
complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), thougi 
the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Pusan) could not be 
spoken of as ‘ one qualified by P'than as its Deity/ yet by this it is not 
meant that either Puyin, or his Portion , does not exist in connection 
with that sacrifice ; as will be declared in connection with the Manola 
(iu Adhydya X) that * though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
mean that he does not inhere in it.’ Consequently, even if the deific 
character does not belong to Ptisan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of 
PA?an y even when the Gharu would be meant for two Deities (Indra and 
Pusan),—it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of Pffsan. 
alone, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Stltra X—iii — 
53 ; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of this portion of 
tbe Gharu , then in accordance with the 4 Law of Kdnsyabhoji (which 
makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat out of the Kansya vessel, 
for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance which makes it necessary 
for him to eat out of such vessel, and for whom it is necessary to eat only 
of what has been left by his Teacher), as the condition of even that \Vhich 
may be the secondary factor might affect that of the other, the Portion 
of the other Deity also would come to be ground, for the sake of the 
grinding of Puma’s portion); and there would be nothing objectionable 
in this. If, however, it be found undesirable to do something (the 
grinding of Indra’s portion) not directly laid down, and it be concluded 
to grind only the Half meant for Pu^an,—even then, the proper cooking 
of both (the ground and the unground grain) could be done by some 
clever stroke of the culinary art. Or we could very legitimately do 
away with the necessity of the minor details of the fact of the cooking 
of both being simultaneous, or that of both being cooked in the same 
vessel; and thus we should do the grinding (of Pfi^a’s portion even in 
the case of the Gharu being meant for both Indra and Pfi^an). 








GhaturdkAkaranct and that of Indrapita would apply to the case in ques¬ 
tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
words of the sentence laying it down)/ And to this we make the 
following reply: As for the compound (in ‘ Indrapita ’) and the word 
formed by a nominal affix (i.e. ‘ Agneya ’), these can never appear in 
connection with such words as are incapable of affording the sense 
required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
admit the capability of the expressive of one Deity referring to that 
which belogns to tieo Deities. That is to say, in the case of the words 
1 Agnthja' and 4 Indrapita we find that they are fully capable of referring 
to Agui and Judra respectively, and as such cannot in any case refer to 
that which belongs to two Deities; but in the sentence under considera¬ 
tion we find that the word 4 Pusa does not occur in a compound, (and 
hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it) ; hence even though 
the compound ‘ Prapispxbhdgah } is dependent upon something else, yet 
a reference to the Cam meant for two Deities does not deprive the word 
4 Pu§&' of any recognized capability ; and hence there can be . nothing 
objectionable in speaking of the offering meant for Indr a and Ptisan as 
‘ one meant for Pusan.” 

II ^ II 

42. “ Also because we perceive an Indicative Force.” 

—42. 

“ The reason (lor grinding) that is given is- ‘because Pu$an is with¬ 
out teeth' ; and this clearly indicates that the Grinding depends npon, 
and is conditioned by, the Deity. And certainly Pusan does not become 
endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity; hence the condition 
(for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, it is necessary to 
do the Grinding Specially as it is thus alone that we could reconcile 
the following declarations : ‘ We should offer the Cham meant for Soma 
and Ptisan, half of which has been ground’;—'In the ease of two-Deity 
offerings, half of the Cham should be ground and half unground.’ And 
that this is the right course is also indicated by the fact of the presence 
of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition for having recourse to 
Grinding.” 

rrftw usfri sremnng % 
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Vacban&t, through the direct injunction, Sarvapesgam, the 
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grinding of all. wrfii Tamprati, with regard to tliat. ShdstravattvAt, 

scripturally authorised, srafamm ArtMbh&v&t, there being no use. If Hi, 
because. ^ Charau, in regard to the charu. Apeaapam, negation of 

grinding. H^fei Bhavati, there is. 

43. “ If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 

would have the Grinding of all (offering materials); and 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma-Pausna offer¬ 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised ; and 
it would be of the Charu that there would be no Grinding ; 
as there would be no use for it.”—43. 

“ (In regard to the sentence ‘ somapausrian ckarminirvapet nemapi?- 
tam , etc*) it might be argued that * inasmuch as it is an injunctive 
sentence, the expression nemcipiqtam could not have the desired indi¬ 
cative force ; in fact it would point to the contrary view.’ And in view 
of this objection, we explain as follows : If this were an Injunctive sen¬ 
tence, then, inasmuch as it would not be right to have an injunction 
of many things by a single sentence, the ‘ grinding of half’ would be 
the object enjoined ; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
either to the * Charu ,* or to ‘ Somdpau^na ; and with reference to which¬ 
soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
qualified by the other,—and hence the grinding would come to have an 
universal application ; and as such all the offerings would have to be 
ground ; and in that case one of the two words (‘ Charu or * Somapav$- 
na) would become useless. That is to say, if we were to take the 
Injunction as ‘ that which is the Charu should be half-ground,* then the 
grinding coming to be recognised as applyingto all Charus y the word Somd - 
pau$ria, as referring to only one of the Chorus , would become useless. If 
on the other hand, the Injunction be interpreted as that 4 that which is 
Somapautpia should be half-ground/ then too, the Grinding would come 
to apply to all offering-materials; because all that the word 4 Sorndpausna 
would indicate would be the character of being meant for the joint Deity 
Soma-Pil$an ; and this would be equally applicable to tho Cahe and 
the Animal Body also (just as much as to the Charu) ; and thus the word 
‘ Gharum ’ would become absolutely useless.’’ 

" Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that—i.e. 
with reference to the Somd-pauwa even when unqualified (by ‘ Charu’)— 
the grinding would be scripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 
would be served by the qualification.” 
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“ In fact, in accordance with this view, there would be no grinding 
of the Gharu 


“ Thus then, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Gharu ; and hence its 
mention (in the sentence ‘ somapau^ian chnrum , etc.’) would be wholly 
useless. Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin¬ 
ing the relationship of the Gharu with the Deity (Soma-Ptisan, the 
‘ half-grinding ' is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an 
object of Injunction). And thus this latter word, not. forming part of 
an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired indicative force 
(assigned under SiUra 42). ;> 

siddhanta. 

3T 3^^ 

H ^ U 

Ekaamin, to one only, w V&, really, 'srfcwTmu Artliadharnatvat, 
because it pertains to the resultant, Aindragnavat, as in the ease of 

Indra. At.ai. an%: Ubhayoh to both, n eira Nasyilt, could not pertain. 
uftr%rr*m; Achoditatwat, because it is not enjoined. 

44. It pertains to one only ; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apiirva) ; consequently, it could not 
belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna, because 
it is not so eujoined.—44. 

We could have the grinding only when Pilgcrn alone would be the 
Deity, and not when lie would be joined by another Deity. Because the 
grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion ; in fact it 
is laid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Pfi§au is the 
Deity. 

That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 
is no ‘Portion’ (Bhdga) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as the material becomes the * portion’ of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, the 
word ‘ Bhdga (Portion) is made up of the root ‘ bhaj' with the affix 
' , jhan,' in the Accusative sense,—it being etymologically explained 
‘ bhaj gate (—‘ sevyatc ) gal} sal} * bhagah’ {—that icliich is accepted) ; conse¬ 
quently that which is accepted by one is his ‘ Bhiga (Portion). And as 
a matter of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offering ; 
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specially as the fact of the Deity actually partaking u/ the offering will lie 
tefutcd later on, in Adhdya IX. In fact, even if the Deity were to 
accept it,-yet. it could not have the capability of .ntroducing an 
accessory, as also will be shown in Adhycya IX (under the Sara IX 1 d 
«*,). Tims then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an 
accessory of the ‘ Portion' as that of the • Deity,' it must be taken as an 
accessory belonging, through the sacrifice, to it, resultant Aplrm - 
as is shown by the hist Adhikamna of Adhydija IX, as also by the 
1 Devatddhikama (Adh. IX).’ The author of the Bhfyya has also roferrec 
to the same fact "of the grinding Being an accessory of the sacrifice, by 
denying that of its belonging to the Deity. 

II H 

Hetum&tr&m, mere supplementary reason. Adantatvam, 


absence of teeth. 

45. The absence of teeth is a mere supplementary 
reason.—45. 

It has been argued by the opponent that" the mention of the reason 
‘ because he is without teeth’ allows that the grinding is an accessory of 
the Deity.” And to this we offer the following reply : —The sentence 
‘ because he is without teeth’ is an Arthavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason ; and as such it is only meant. to 
he an eulogy of the particular accessory in question (viz. grinding) ; and 
as there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show that the 
accessory belongs to the Deity.” 


II W W 

46. The other is an injunctive sentence.—46. 


Inasmuch as the ‘ half-grinding’ has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsewhere, the sentence ( 1 Som'ipaugpam, ete .) would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Charu meant for the two deities Soma and Pitman). And as the 
object of the Injunction is ft qualified one, there would he no syntactical, 
split. And as in accordance with the law of the Aruriddhikarana, the 
factors spoken of in the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grinding could not pertain to all offering materials. As 
a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction could be said to be less authoritative ; in tne 
case in question however there is no unqualified Injunction ; consequently 
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the sentence in question cannot be taken as merely indicative (and not 
injunctive). 

For these reasons the Grinding must bo taken as pertaining to the 
Portion of a single Deity. 

Thus ends the Third Pada of Adhyayallf. 
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